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Who Is The Independent Student:
Statut and Resources of Independent Students

. . .

Prepared BY the College Entrance Exalination Board

For the Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation

1:office of Education, Department of Health, Educatidn, 6 Welfare

Cont,ract No. 74-186-HENOS

Introduction

Both the legal ululates under which iost Federal student financial assist-

ance is arded and the tradition of postsecondary education in the'Unifed

States a based on the assumption that the student and his family will

contribut toward the costs of education to Oe'extent that they are able,

and that parental contribution is the first element included In the.

resources Available to a student. Increasingly; however, there is'pressure

to eliminate the parental contribution-for. "students in that, group which is

Characterized as "independent" or "self-supporting." The basis for suggest-

ing this exclusion comes from a variety pf philosophical, legal, and

emotionaljarguments that focus on the idea that there is a poidt at which

the parenfkl responlibility for support of a child in postsecondary educ.ition

c"ftes.

.
The definition of the independent student most widely used in awarding.

*Federal, state, and institutional funds is that included in the legislation

for the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant Program. That defines an inde-.

pendent student as one whb:
/

1. Has not and willnot be claims asan exemption for Federalintome.

tax purpodes by any person exce his,or her spouse for the calendar

year(s) in which aid is received d the calendar year prior to the

academic year for which aid is reque ted, and
- .

2./ Has not received and will not receive financial assistance of more

than $600 frowhis or her parent(s) in the calendar years) iWWhich-

aid is received and the calendar year prior-6o the academicyear for

.
wh ich -aid is requested, and

1. Has not lived-or will not live for more than'two consecutive weeks

in the home of a patent during the calendar year in which

received and the calendar year prior to the academinyeax for which
.

, .

\
aid is requested. .

Many believe that this definition is leas-than satisfan .in that it is

4arbitrary, difficult to police, and 'exceedinglY nnfairltiscme Students.

.Perhaps the most serious deficiency to some is that the-definition is based

;.., on legalisms rather than on educational Polity. This study wan commissioned

L) to investigate other definitions which might be lest subject to. ChM. kinds

.

-of objections.

. .-
..
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Methodology

An .advisory tee convened by the."'itudy groUp'staff identified a number

of variables h might he significant in assessing the independence of a. .

student. "These w e translated into'alternatiVe-definitioniwhich were
.........grouped: .

: 1

.
-1 :,,"--\

-. .

1.- :Alternatives which modify ei!fients ofthe present defiZtiOn.
_ - --,

r.

, _ _

. 2. Alternativesbasid on'verifiable characteristic1sof students v

traditionally would be considered independent

3. .Alternatives based onstudenits who cannot or do not receive any

'support from _their parents ,

*it

4. Alternatives based on educational characteristics of the student

---

5.' .Alternatives based on'the personal income of the stu4ent

hfse alternative definitions were tested against's data base collected by

tbe'College Entrance Exainination Board ),n the conduct of studies for various

state agencies over the past few years., The data collection instrument was

the Student Resource Surveys but the analyses for this study. were made with

data processing_systems developed specially for this purpose. The study

sample included-32,673 undergraduate students attending t least half time

and was as. representative as possible of the distribution of students attend-

ing two-year public, four-year publiC, and private (both - apd four-year)

institutions nationally.
,s

The Student Resource urvey asks a number of questions whichipproximat
those used in determin g independence under the BEOG definition. Using

the student responses to these questions; each ofthe alternative defini-
tions was tested to.determ e what percentage of change would occur in

those ptesently classified as dependent/independent accordidg to the Federal-

definitions (79.2 percent dependent and 20.8,percent independent).

Characteristics of the Independent Students in the Sample '

Students who now qualify as independent are older than 'those who would-be

considered dependent. The nean ige of the_full-time independent student

was 26:2 years; that of the dependent student 20.8 years. About three out

of ten students over 25 years of age would cot qualify as independent under

the present definition. OT the students'who are presently married, 30.5
percent would not qualtly as independent; among those separated or divorced

137- perdent would not qualify. Not all veterans would qualify as indepen-

.
dent with 40.5 percent of those who indicated they wereVveterans not meeting,

. the present definitions.. '

r- ,
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Among students who identified them'selves as Blatk, 30.5 percent world qualify

As independent and of those who identified themselves as-Spanish-American

,2523 perdent woul be independpnt. Only 19.5 percent of'the White students

and 10.5 percen the Oriental students would meet the present-qualifications

for independen s dent status. Onlyabout one in ten freshmen would be

independent, among seniors. nearly three out of tan would be, considered

independent. .

Students ' who qualify for independent student status-under the present guide-

,
lines come -from families with lower incomes thad those who are dependent --

indicating that fqr many independence maybe a matter of necessity rather

than convenience_ The mean parental income of the dependent full-time students

was $14,559; that for the independeq, Students $10,243. Students from faMilifas

with incomes above $12,1100. made up more than 56 percent of the dependent

student group but less t44n 32 percent- af_the-Independent students. _

. . -
. -

Those who would be considered dependent received an average of $964 in support

from their parents. More than half of the dependent students reported receiv-

ing less than $600 in parental support with nearly. two out often receiving

no support from their parents or guardians. According to the BEN family

contribution schedule the mean expected contriblition from the dependent

student parents would be $1,617. For students who are at present determined

to he independent, phe mean BEOG parental contribution would have been $1,218

had they been dependent.

Financial Implications of the Present Definition

Under the presents Federal guidelines there .1.1 little financial disincentive

to the parents. 'The only loss that they would experience would be their

inability to claim the student' as a Federal income tax dependent, Everi at

the highest.income tax rates, this would be a loss of only $337 per.year in

I taxes paid: There would be sbme small additional impact through'loss of

deduction for state purposes, but it is unlikeiy that 'the total financial loss

k
through Increased taxes would exceed $500per year.

o

q The'savings to the family wouldke considerable. Even assuming thSt they

'made a contribution of $59.9 per year -- sufficiently low to'qualifyithe .

student as independent -- a family with an incofte of-$20,000 would realize

a net saVing4 of more than $2.,500 per:year when compared with the amount

that they would have beer; expected to contribute toward educational expenses,

had the student been dependent. 'This same family would lose approximately

$240 in Federal intone tax deducations for the year. Theitudent himself

would nOt obtain particular-advantage in dollar terms, because he would- ,

simply he.q4bstituting support from financial aid sources fbr support from

,v the parents. But there Would be a considerable change In financial aid

1,4 \)
eligibility.' *

' I

. .
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The-mean BEOG expected parental contribution that would have been computed

.for the students in the study group who are considered to hg independent'

would have been $1,283. Assuming.that there are about 7.45 million undet-'

graduate students enrolled in postsecondary education during the 1974-75

academic year, the net loss 'through foregone parental contribution from the

20.8 percent of students considered to be independent-would have been' -the

rnamrnoth sum of $1.988 billion. '

/

Sociopathogenic Consequenees-of the ?resent befinition ,

. .

When the regulations concerning eligibility for independent stwients were

specified, certain consequences were iitelided by the action. The regulations

were-intended to further the basic goal of the Federal student aid'programi

to equalize and extend educational opportunity and thus *make access to

higher education available to all who could benefit- froM it, the regulations',

recognize that there are some individuals who no longer have access to their

parents resources. It is possible, to say, however, that there have been

some inequities created by the definition which negate the principal aim of

the programs.
.

.

. ,

----Thermost obvious source of these ithe.tirne provision. The guidelines are

designed to prevent a student who is leaving hornet() attend school from

suddenly declaring himself independent and taking advantage of'a program

which was not designed for him; Yet there are obvious cases in which a'

__student mAyirtilaCt_be independent even though there has not been a pe;iod

of physical separation from the parents. At times the alienation between

pa'rent and child is total, and while the parent is within his legal', if not

rnoral,'rights to refuse to support the student, the Federal regulations will

not recognize that student as- independent unless the refusal has persisted

for two years. .

0
.

,

4

Another difficulty arises from the incentives which cause a student to- .

separate fiom his familyiearlier than he might otherwise have in order to

receive aid. Yet another is the actions of-students and Barents engaging

in devious or dishonest behavior in order-to qualify. Thp-currant, regula-

tions potentiAllydisentranchise a large number of would -be !students,who

are considered'hy_society to =b'' independent.of their parents bUt who fail

to qualify for aid': This is p4hap4 the,most serious Implication of the

present defiditipn. -.1 '4..

'Alternative Definitions of the Independent Student and Their,ImpliCations s .

A

.4

Usingthf'data base provided by the Student Resource Survey, 2.8alternative

definitions were developed and tested to determine their impact on the

number' and characteristics of students who,would be added to the,group* who

would'be considered independent under, the present BEOG program definition.

1
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Of these, eight were eliminated because-they:created'alterltions which were

either too small to be significant or to great to be acceptable. The remain-

ing 20 were subject to further investigation. The following table shows the

impact of these on the study group:

Changes in Percentages
of

Students.
Al

Considered
ternative f

t9 be Independent--

,e

.

N -11ata.--tge. 1n -Lfe-finiti,on

Incrfase in
ertent inlependent

Total

Percent Independent

I,

-Ignofe-Place of Residence

Ignore ,Prior Year,Tax Dep.
ZghorielAll Tax Dependency

Ignore Amount of Parental

- Contribution
Ignore Place of Residence

and Parental Contribution
Include All-Over 21 Years-

All Over 25-Years
,Include All Married
Include All Veterans

with_lE0q_PC_= 0

WO.

_ 2.6%

'3.9,

21.4

1.2,

3.8,
17.4
4.1

5.6

5.4
13.2

411,
1372w

13,9.

4.9
15.2
8,8
2.7

7.9

15.8

,

-

.

21.0%
22.3

.45.1

19.6

22.5
35.8'
22.5
24.0

23.8
31.5

40.2
31.5
32.3
25.1

'21.2
33.6

-27.1
21.1

26.3
t

.

Include All with Student-.
Reported PC = 0

Include All With CSS = 0
Include Delayed Entry Two Years
include Delayed' Entry Three Years.

411-v7

Include Delayed Entry Four Years .

Include All Seniors *

-Include All Working 21 Hours Plus

- Include All Working 31 Hours Plus

Include All Earning 50% Parental

Income // ,

Include All Earriirig 33% Parenpal

Income

It would "appear.that-the present. definition

'elimination of consideration of the studen
(_the most difficult to police or verify of-

through limiting consideration of tax d
infoimation for the family to provide
without adding either a substantial number of'studenlp to the independent

-group or without adding students hrom:high income /high contributiOn.families,,_,

The mean income of the students added under this altetnative woOldbe-_'only

$11,208 as compared with an average for the present independent group of

$10,243., =° Alternatives which ignore tax' dependency completely result in

"a,substentitg increase in the number of independent students and thoie which

I
1

uld e Sjmplified through the -

place of residence (at present

y of the tequiremeritx) and

endency'to only one year tleat

d for the administrator to ,verify?
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ignore the'amount of-parental contribution add ttudents,,from high income _

families,who are in fact receiving substantial amountd-Sof parental support.

An alteration'of the present BROG definition that would automatically .nclude

students with specifically identifiable Characteristict such as welfare

recipients, orphans, wards 'of the court., those over'25 year of age, those

who are or have been married, and veterans, would not appear to result in,

either a large increase in the proportion of independent students-Or in 8

group very.different from those considered independent aX-preeent. .SUL1

an expanded definition.might reduce the unhecesaa intrusion into personal

,family financial matters for a group fot wham it mAr be the-most objection -

able'and,for-4nom it is the ost'Idifficult to verify.

Definitions which are_based-op the actual or- calculated ability of the
-i

pare4td4to obviodsly one- important group of independent

j, students -- those who-do not ,receive any. support from their parents- - - but

%, the need to colleCt the conttdential parental financial Information is one

of the ma/Or probleme'facing administrators who deal with students who wisA,

to demonstrate their independence. This alternative would compound that

Problem. Use of definitions based on class level would-result in the.inclu,-

siom of a'substantial group of students who are at present considered depen-

dent on their parents and who have characteristics luite different ,from those

now independent. Use of measures of delayed entry would not result in a .

substantial increase in the nutber of students, and ;those added would appear

to have characteristics similar to ..th'ese .consideiedfOlie-Tridependent- at

present-.
;

.

Alternatives based on .the employmehoftge student ,or the relationship of

the student's, income to that of the.parene do not apPear,tO prOvide.any-

eignifichnt improvement over the present definitions. '.

.
fn considering,these'alternatives, the BEOG definition was used'as the bench-

!nark- against which other definitions could be measured'.' The discustiOns'ignoxe

any'implications'th; alternative-definitions may have with regard to program

eligibility,or award determination under the present financial aid programs

for which the definitions might be used. .If any of the alternatives were to

be implemented they would need to be tested against those factors. Under

the prekent BEOG system of.eligibility and award determination, for example,

.a student coming frbm.a low ,income family --who earned a significant amount. .

,
from personal employment during the previous year would likely be 'disadvan-

taged' by being declared independent because of.the way his personal income

-would be treated in detebilining his- eligibility. There may 'be ,other elements

of Federal,,state, and institutional program procedures that would act as

incentives or disincentive to the independenfetudentwhichahould be con-

sideredLiefore changes are made in the definitions.
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The Equity. of Restricting Eligibility of Independent Students

One modification in the definitional situation which has been discussed -is

to relax the stringency of the definitional requirementand at the same

time limit eligibility for grant assistance to dependent students. The

-_argument is that a Student might be permitted to declaim -independence

at any point during his educational career; but as a consequence of that

.decision the studenaligihility would be limited to' loan and/or

employment assistance.

Such a restriction would not appear to su the purpose of. providing

access to educational opportunity to'stude from families with incomes

insufficient to assure such access. Of the independent students in the

study sample, more than half camefram families with incomes of less than_

$9,000. More than"40 percent of the.independent students uould have been

expected .to receive less than $600 from their pgrents if they were depen-

dent. It would seem that the independent students in the study group come

from'families for whom grant assistance is intended.

:Even under the present procedures, it seems that the indepeadentStudent

has less access to grant assistance than does the dePendeneatudent, and

presently must work and borrow more.,-,The following table_ shows the mean

'grant, loan, and work for the dependent and independent students in the

---stvdy-group-.

Participation in,Grant,"Work and Loan

Programs
Dependent and Independent Students

Dependent
t

'Independent

Mean Total Grant Aid $244 $169

Mean Total Long-Term

a
Educational Indebtedness %500 930

Mean Total Term-Time and
. A #

Summer Employment Income"
' for Single Students 917 1,466-

It would appear, therefore", that policy changes that restrict'the avail ill y

of grant assistance to independent,students wpuld :pot increase the equitable

distribution of funds.' Independent. students come_from familles"with lower

incomes theft do dependent Students. The partid1Pantiat.present,in t "less

desirable"loan and employmeneprogramSat higher percentage rates)1"ye
accumulated larger mean Long -term debt Amounts; work considerably more hours

at term-time employment and presumably use larger amounts of-their personal

earnings to support their eduiational prpgrams. Changes that woulakfurther. .-4,

increase their reliance on less.desirable forms of aid wouldnot'induce-greater

- equity at "least in these ;areia: .

. ., .. ..



ti

WHO IS THEtIND PENDENT STUDENT?

A, Study of the tatus and Resources of Independent tud

Octobe;, 1974

Inveftigators:

Jnmes E. Nelson
Rice

Edmund C. Jicobso
William-D. V usen

4

Prepared by the Neif'York Office of the College Entrance Examination

Board for the Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evaivatiopt of the

United States Office of Education; Department of Heal* Education.,

and Welfare

4



A

I

The wt-rk presented herein was performed pursuant to Contract-I- Nct, 74-186-

tiEWGS from the Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation, the United

S ates OffiCe of. Education, Department.of Health, EduCation and welfare.

owever, the opinions expressed herein do not necessarily reflect the

position or policy of the United SteresOffice of Edlica ion and no official'

endorsement by the United States Office of Education 611 uld :bi--inferred.

Moreover, the work presented herein does not necedsari reflect a policy

or position of
I

the College Entrance Examination Board.

No parts of this study may be reproduced or distributed without proper

attribution andthe permission of the New York Office of the College Entrance

E!camination Board or the Office of Planning, Budgeting, and Evaluation, the

United States Office of Education, Department of Health, Education and

Welfare.
//.

-

ti

=

e."

fa



CQNTENTS

Chapter I.. The Study Problem . . 1

Injxotluction . ..1

'Other Research and Reports ..,// 2

Defining Resoutce Pooling Units ..... ''.' .... . . . . . . 3
. ,Legal Changes in Status . . . . ., 5

Social Changes in Statbs. 6

Current Federal Definition of the Independent Student .. . ,. .

7State Definitions / 1 8I
Institutional Definitions i / 9

T. Chapter II. Methodology-of the Study. .-. .

DevelopMent of Alternative Definitions
Data Base for Investigation
Defining Independence in the Study

Chapter III. Characteristics of Students Who Are rndepende
Under the Present BEOG Program Definitions. . . . .16

Chapter IV,J Financial Implications of the Present Definition -22

Chapter V. Sociopathogenic Consequences of Independent
Student Definitions

ManifeSt-and Latent Functions: An Introduction
- Some-Latent Consenmences of-the-EligibpitY

Consequences of -Failure to Qualify-'
Dysfunctions From Changes in Status

ISummary '

26

26

.1 2,7

28
29

30
!,

Chapter;VI.. Alternativ Definitions of the Independent Student.
Modifications of the Prear Definitional Elements 31
Alternatives Based on Per onal Characte7iistics.of Students. ... 34

a

1teknatives Based on Parental Contribution 37

Alternativeg Based on E4UcatiOnal Charaiteriatics ofthe Students 39

Alternativ4 Based on the Employment and Income, of the Student. .

Alternatives- Based on Combinations of/Airacteristica . . .44

A Note of CaUtion about Program Eligibility and Award
Determination ( .

T

functionsof AlternativeChapter VII. Some Possible Latent
-Independence Definitions. .

Alternatives Which
Alternatives Which
AlternatiVes Which

.

.t.
Alternatives Which

- Alternatives Which
Alternatives Which

Been Married
-Alternatives Wbic

Chi'dren, Re

,

- I

Ignore Student's Place of Residence 46
Ignore ax Dependency , 6 47

Altey/the Regulations on Parental Contributio s.48
Reduce Allowable Parental-Contributions 49

ilify-Students Who Reach, a CertainCAge . . . 5(r

)1'
nclnde All Students Who Are or Have

........ . .- :',, ' a , '0 : . 5 , .51

elude A11 'Studenta With Dependent
ss pf Marital Status . ....

..1.2 ,.

. . 1.46



A

ariN:
. ar.

9.

AlternatIves.Whic dud* All Students o Kr Veterans 52
. p

Alternatives Including AltStudentilteceiving W are Benefits . .53

. Altatime-s-lincluding-Students -Who- -Have -DeAny -Entry, . .--53
AlterDAtives Including All Seniors and/or Juniors 54

Alternatives Based on-Studemtkirome or Employment 54'

. .

r VIII.' The Equity of Restrict Independent Studenti'
El 'lit' to the "Less Desiralfle" Forms of Aid 55

Chap

4

APPENDICES:

A. A Bibliog phi of Articles and i'ape r Relating to the

Independent_ Stu.'- .r
-..
* _

P. tyisory Oldmittee t;ie Study

C. :Student Resource Survey rata C.Ile,ction InstrumInt
i

D. Supplementary Tables \

4

14 I r

9

I

:' -



TABLES:

1. -Construction of .the Study Sample
15

2., Dependency Status by Sex,of All Study Group Respondents . . . . . 16

3. Dependency Status by Age.(Full-Time Students Only) 17

4. Dependency Status-by Ethnic/Racial Group Membership

(Full-Time Students Only)
18

5. Dependency Status by Student-Reported Parental Income

(Full-Time Students Only)
19

6. Student-Reported and BEOG-Calculated Parental Contribution

(Full-Tine Student Only)
21

7. Impact of Student Indepenance on Federal Income Tax

Payments of the Parents

8. Impact of Student Independence od'Parental Contributions
23

9. 7Parental-Unntribution That Would Have Been Expected from

Independent Students under Present Guidelines Using

19747.75 BEOG Computation Procei es .

24

10. Changes in the Independent Student lternatives That

inition tudents-Only) . .

22

Expected by the CSS

11, Mean Age, Parental Income, and Parental Contribution of New

Independent Students -- Alternatives That Modify the

Present Definit' s (Full-Time Students Only) 34

. 12; Changes in the Inde endent Student Group: Alternatives

Based on Person Characteristics of Students

(Full-Time St ents Only) .

.35

13. Alternatives Based on Personal Characteristics of Students:

Mean Age, Parental Income, and4Parental Contribution

of New Independent Students (Full-Time Students Only) . . . . . 36

14: Changes in the Independent Student Group: Alternatives

Based on Parental Contribution Measures (FullTime

Students Only)

15: Alternatives Based on Paretal, Contribution:. Mean Age-,

Parental Income, and Par Contribution of New =

- Independent tudents.(Full me Students Only') . . . . . 38

. 37

14t

2*

Li

r



:_Calculation of Plea ure Delayed Entry 40

1 . Changes in the. Ind pendent Student Group: Alternatives

Based or} Educat onal Characteristics of Students

(Full-Time Students Only) .

Alternatives Based on Educational aracteristics of

Students: Mean Age, Parental Inc . and Parental

Contribution of New Independent.Stu ts (Full=Time

Students Only)
41

. 40

Distribution of Independent Students, Alternatives

Relatinz .Stu6-?.nts' Income to Parental Income

(Full -lime Students.Only)
43

20. Alternatives based or Combinations of Characteristics:

Mean Age, Parental Income, and Parental Contribution

of New Independlp Students (Full -Tide Students Only) 45

01

21. Comparison of Access to Grants at Present for

Dependent and Independent Full-Tine Students, 56

22. Total Long-Term Educational Debt for Dependent and

Independent Full-Time Stude s and Spouses

23. Total Term-Time and S Employnent Income for -

Unmarried Students Only

=

57,

58

15,

st

(1.



.14 .

CHAPTER I: THE STUDY PROBLEM

,.

.
-

During the 1974-75 academic year,
approximately*S6.4 'billion Will be made

available as student financial aid to individuals enrolled in one form or

another of postsecondary education in the United States. With the excep-

tion of those funds disbursed by the Veterans' Administration and the

Social Security Administration, most will be awarded on the basis of

"financial need" of the recipients. !Both tne legal mandates un r which

the funds are provided and tne tradition postsecondary educati in

-this country are based on t-ie assumption that the student and his Wilily _

will contrinuti toward the costs education to tie extent they are able,

and that the student-parent contribution is'the first element included in

a determination of "financial need."

reasingly, !'owever, there is cdhsiderable pressure to, iminate the

parental portion of this contribution -- for students in that group which

is.characterized as "independenty or "self-supporting." The bakis

this exclusion comes from a variety of philosopnical, legal, and emotional

arguments that focus on the idea that there is a point where parental respon-

sibility for support of a child enrolled in postsecondary education-ceases.

Various factors contribute to the concern about the independent sflident.-

Eormal legislative action in most states has reduced the "legal age" of-

majority from the traditional 21 years to 18 years for purposes of voting,

--making-bindingetracts,-purchasing.atcohol, iSc. Some see this age of

majority as affecting the traditional concept of parents& support. AnofIrr

factor is the increasing rnimber of "nontraditional" students enrolled in

postsecondary education. Returning servicemen, people who have been at home

(male or.famale) and are re-entering or commencing postsecondary education;

technologically unemployed older individuals seeking retraining, and others

who similarly have been providing their own support for a number of years

make the argument that the amount of the income and assets of their parents

is irrelevant tO their need for financial assistance. A third factor is the

increasing elepense of a postsecondary, educatipn andthe general inflationary

trend. Logic suggests that mapy parents would have an increased financial

interet in "emancipating" their children in order to assure the student

*greater access to financial assistance -- and thereby reduce the amount the

parents would be required-to provide in order to suppoit the education of the

child.

For higher-cost postsecondarY institutions, the problem of recognizing large

groups of students as "independent" has been one of resources." If'these

institutions accepted and implemented riterii)which permitted large numberp

of students to be considered, for financial aid without recourse to the income

andassets tf their parentd, a.significant source of support for institutions-

would be lost. 'This would be particularly true for institutions that enroll

large groups of i,tudents from middle and upper income
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-For less expensive institutions,
particularly-those located in major metro-

politan areas in which many students'coMe%from lower-income segments of the

population,- the problem becoTes one of daking with an admittedly existing

grip in ani.equitable and economical way: These institutions are not as

concerned with"tile potential loss of the parental contribution (which does

not'exist for many.of their students whether the student is formally class-

ified s dependent or independent) as they are with establishing definitions

that rec nizp the.trul naen without encouraging abuse.

OtherTesearch and Reports

lac t:2 pa-it five years many p;:rbiications and papers addressing the issue

or the independent student have appeared. Appendix A is a representative

Listing of publications on the issue. One category of publications deals

..itn the lowering of tie legal age of majority, and includes considerations

of:
. .

_ .

1. The potential impact ulSon institutional and state budgets caused

by .greatly increased numbers of students claiming instate residency

.
and thereby attaining a lower tuition status. ,

_--

2. Court cases -in which students have become adversaries of institu-

tions in their attempts to gain instate resident status and have

succeeded in changing institutional policies. sip

W .

.

-----3.Stutletrt-migration-pat-t-erns-tha-r-could influence 1ut,,ure_ state and_ 6

institutional budgets. .

4. A combination of two or three of these factors.

Another category discusses identification criteria for independent student

status. These are concerned with:

1. Evaluation of the aprilicability of the existing United States Office

of Education criteria for- eligibility for Federal student
aid pto-u-

grams.

2. Substitute criteria for that of OE, such as:

a. Oeterans' status

b; Ward of state -or county

OV Residence in own domiclleIor a period Of time by married -or

single students

d. Independence from-parental-supRort for different specified

time periods

°-

O



-A third category addressee the issue from philosophical positions:

1. The Actual)validity,of the concept of studeilt independence, oil the

basis of limited funds to help all. 1111

2. Broad categortization of different kinds of students who should and

should nopt be\classified as independent

3. Comparison of the needs of dependent and independent students.and

evaluation'of differences

these Publications and papers (and the fact' that most have been written within

the past five years) highlight the growing problems surrounding the inaependent

student issue. The reportorial and philosophical publications add to the

public knowledge and understanding of the issue but do little to furnish

solutions to the inherent problems. d

Defining Resource Pooling Units,

Before attempting to describe the various "resource pooling units" to which

a student may' belong and the,degreeof relationship to those units, the term

should be defined. Obviously the term was used in the Request for Proposal

because it is a less constricting term than "family unit" and therefore allows

greater freedom in thinking about posiible alternatiyes. Some limitations

._muSt_be imposed; however, for the definition,to have a structural_framework.

it must be accepted in this study that a,resoufce pooling unit is defined

bytte receipt offinancial support by a student. Further clarification is

required, however, in order to serfarate.a priori support, from a posteriori

support. Clearly, the Federal Government was not intended to be included as

a member of the resource pooling udit a priori, although for many students it

may be one of the most important a posteriori members of the unit.

O I A
-The traditional definition of

reSoursi'pooiing unit as it can be appligd to

. students in postseCondary education.4.the United States is:

.
. t:

A group of related individuals w .:43-1001, moral, and/or e

responsibility to make available
bi 'the economic resourtes of one

in Whole or in part, to be us!id.to Meet the common expenses Ofall

members and/or the individu x .of one or more other members.

..°'

-This 'definition' encompasses
theAradirftinat resource poollag units that have

been'eviluated by financialhikil' Pgraurspoilsors and 'administrators in assess

ing student financial need in secondary education. Those units usually

included are: ,14 to
$

. 1. The Went-sibling gtoup in which both -Maturil parents are present.

and ond.or more of the siblingeis the student
.

18
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fhe parent-s,ibling group in which tWo parents are present but only

one is the natural parent and one or more of the siblings is the

sttident

3. The parent-sibling g.roup' hqaded by only one natural parent with,one

or, more of the siblings as a student

A. The group headed by a nouarent liatural relative (grandparent, other

sibling, aunt,..unn.e, etc.),in which one or more of the siblingsii

tne student

t,1 the exception of orphans (defined as tnose students regardlesslof age

whuse natural parents are both dead and no step-parent is present), all

individuals enrolled in postsecondary education could bd assigned to one of

these family units. The problem arises in determining whether the member of.

the family unit is also a member of the resource pooling unit. A signifiCant

portion of the problems associated -with determining need for independent

students is in the determination of the point at which a member of a family

unit is no longer a part of the resource pooling unit represented by that

family. .

Another possible definition of a resource pooling unit which might have more

relevance for the financial aid process is:

A group of related or unrelated individuals who have agreed; formally

or unfoi-orally, that-the economic-resBu avail-

able, in wholp or in part, for the di ect or indirect support of another

member.

This expanded definition would deal more adequately with students who have

separated themselves from the family unit, both physically and financially.

To the previous list of 'units would be added:

Students` maintaining permanent residences separate from any other.

student -or nonstudeit

6.. Students cohabitatingvith another student or nonstudentja sanc-

tioned or nonsanctiohed family unit)

Z. Students living in group quarters with other students or non -

students (communes and cooperatives whether formal 'or informal)

AL S. Students living with adults who are not? natural -parents or'otherL

7:41
.v relatives (wards of the' court and fogteE children)

n

/Th
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This expanded list probably defines all of the p ible "tesoUrce pooling

units" to which a student might belong. Although inclusive of type, it

contributes nothing to a description of the degree oi affiliation with tie

group which would permit a:description of the method of detertining what, if

any, of the resources of another individual can be Considered as actually

or potentially available for the support, of that member or those members

enrolled in postsecondary education.
.

For the purposes of this study,,the relevant question is what portion of the

resources of one'resource pooling mat should be made available for the

support of a member of a different resource pooling unit. Stated more

specifically -- whalpportion, if any, of the resources of the first four

pooling milts (the.traditional "family") should be,made available to stud-

ents who are members of the second four pooling units (the "independent"

student).

The problem ultimately comes down to a question of when the legal.; moral, or

ethical financial responsibility.of the traditional family unit is altered

. (or terminated) by a-social--Aetiaion (on the part of the student or on the

part of the parents) underwhich the student develops a. primary, social

affiliation with a different resource-pooling unit.

.Legal Changes in Status

S

A_
et:, 4 . _Two recent developments have led some observers to question hdr student '

financial aid can ntinue to be adianistered-With-parental-re urces-ilm-min .

Thefirst is the -rush by the states -- 43 of i-50 sinc1971 -- to redUte the

. age bf majority to18. The second grows out of a 1973,United.Statei'Supreme

Court decision which held that being claimed as someoneelsee-s income tax

dependent for last4Year cannot be made a-conclusive bar to- receivingjood

stamps this year. . Pa',

., . . ..:

-. Neither development appears to pose a legal or constitutional threat to the`

practice bf considering family resources in the award of student aid._

College aid adminiStrators have no real interekin whethgr an..aid applicant

is old'enough to vote or,is legally "emancipate from hisiParents. Rather,
1their'concern is whether it is reasonable to consider the family resources

of any particular applicant in deciding whEther tp give'him a financialisub4

sidy. Attainingmajprity ha never been decisive in establishing eligibility

for- -educational- subsidies. If it was-constitutionalin 1970:to withhold '

Federal aid from a 21 year old student with no reionrces'Of his own, but

frem.a wealthy family, irrespective of whether his family *de- the :-"expected

fiiental contribution" -- and no one has anggested the practice was unconsti-

tutionil 7" then it is constitutional to withhold such sids-fro0-in-18 year

old student similarly_situated_in 1974. -
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The ood stamp case -= USDA v Murry et al, 413 U.$. 508 (1973) .ostensibly

put-in question the BEOG regulation which denies "independent "status to

a student who was claimed (other than by a Spouse) last year as a dependent_

. for income tax purposes. Ip Murry the court was looking at a statutory

provision which barred food stamps this ear for a household if any of it

members was claimed as an income tax de _ndent for last-yearby someone in

Another household, if that other house ld was itself ineligible for food

stamps. The statutory har,was operative no matter how many people were in

the affected household, no matter how fraudulerit"the ..claimed tax exemption,

and no matter how destitute the members of the household: In a 5-4 decision,

the court found that the statute denied due-process. It is quite clear that

had there ben an opportunity to prove present need -- in short, had the

,-.
statutory presumption not been irrebutable -- the court would have ruled the

other way:
.

The effect of tilt present BEOG,Tegulation is that an "expected family tontri- -

bution" must be subtracted from student's grant entitlement this year if he

was claimed as an insome tax,de endentlor last year. The presumption thus

is that if the parents claim o-haWtripported the student last year, it. is

i

reasonable to confider- charg ng them with a contribution toward college costs

this year. The parantaican plead and prove inability to pay:Lbut they will

not be -heard to assert Mere unwillingness. There is-not and never has been,

a generally enforceable obligationon the-part of parerits to pay college.

costs, but the Congress has -chosen to ration BEQG funds on the theory that

_y s ou contr ute as lic funds are

given to the student. .__
_

-:-It seems unlikalk:that'tha Supfeme rotirt-seill_strike down Tongressional...

judgment, particularly' in view of the fact that-other Federal student aid

-programs, campus-based, permit award o eticationaleubsidiet,baied op current,

17
,qual, individual needs of students. p might be well. tu-ariend the BEQ

regulation to require that at parent's ax exemption claim be one,

but in considering whether to do so, the Federal authorities should bear in

-mind the -general public interest against.promoting_adversary relationships

between patent and child.1
.-...,.... .

Social Changes-in Status- .
- ;:./.. ..e.

Charges- in social. affiliation can occur fot reasons that may beicharatterized

as vo2tntary (mutually-agreed to by parent and child) or involuntarily(a ;

,unilateral decision by parent or child that may be based on real or imagined,

.actions'by the Other-party).

The two major voluntary reasons are age and marriage. It -seers

agreed in American societytthat at some.pofat a child should,leavehome AMC

°be om-hisiher own." The 'chronological age: at which this "should"---oeeur

differs-aibMg different ethnic', economic, and nationality, . Theage

-7----for men-may be somewhat different than that for women. But there seems tube
a-
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a
c4mMon cultural pattern that suggests that at some age a child should

develop a social relationship which does:not necessarily exclude his par-

ents, but nevertheless is separate frOm them.

Marriage, too, is a soEially.acteptable voluntary change in the social.

:relationship of the parent and chIld.r-At least among the majority cultural

groups in America, a married child is expected to stabliah a social relation-

spp in which the parents are not the primary.locus.

Involuntary chahges in social relationships occur for a variety of reasons,

but most of them probablrcan be characterized as being the result of real

or perceived differences in the life styles of the parent and the child. In

some instances the' social change occurs because the patent disapproves of

a decision made by the cild, as in- tl:ercase of an unpopular career .choice,

and in pther cases it_haripens-because of the child's disapproval of the .

parent. .

In all ,instances.,_the change in primary social relationship is A Matter of

choice on the part of one or-both of the parties to the decision. The

choice of career, mate, or life style (And the reaction by other parties to

that choice) is in most instances voluntary on the part of either parent or

child. That changes in the social relationship nearly always a matter

of choice rather than Necessity is difficult.to reconcile with one of the

basic assumptions ofeneed analysis." Need analysis procedures generally

.rec,ograze4cems of necessity as being legitimate and items of choice as not

being ,legitimate.- Commoa1Ya-CCe-Pted-printiplea-of treed-amalysisT-thersfoPe,

are not especially valuable in this analysis:

Current Federal Definition of the Independent Student

Although not mandated for use in non-Federal programs, the definition'of the

independent student most widely used is that included in the legislation

'establishing the.Basic Educational Opportunity Grant Program. This states(

that an independent' student is one who;

1. Hai not and will not be claimed as an exemption4or Federal income

tax purposes by any. person except his at
her spouse for the

calendar year(s) in which aid is received and the calendar year

prior to the academic year for which aid is requested.

2.. Hat not rebeiyed and will not repeive
financial.agsiatince of more

than $600 from his or 'ber parent(s) in the calendar year(s) in.

which aid is received and the calendar year, prior to the academic- ,

year for which aid is:"requested.
"4.

P



3. Has not,lived or will tot. Xive for more than two consecutive

'weeks 4in the home of a potent during the calendar year inwhiCh

aid is received and the' Cale ai year prior academicthe acadec year

for which aid is request

(Seqtiond90.42, FR Doc. 74-6083 itle 45, Chapter 1, Part 190,, Basic

Educational Opportunity Grant Program ExpeCted Family Contribution for

Academic Year 1974-75.)

.This definitionips less than satisfactory to most program managers and to

substantial numbers of the students they are attempting to serve. It is

arbitrary in assuming that a two-year period during which the student has

not lived at home for any extended period of time or received $600 in

support qualifies.the student as independent. It is difficult to police

because the only element subject, to independent verificatioh is that relat-

ing totak dependency. The program manager has no way of assuring that the

other two conditions are met. Strict enforcement can-also be exceedingly

unfair toilsome students. Picture a 30-year-old divorced woman withchildren

who, for reasons of health, lives With her parents for 15 days in order to

have someone'care for her children. This action would cause her to 4bse her

independent status.

Perhaps. the most serious deficiency of this Federal definition is that it

based on legalisms rather than on educational policy. The purpose of the

di
student aid for which the definition.has been createais to assure a post-.

secondary education Tot -those wKci cannot- afford- the costs' from.--their- own ----

resources. \

State Definitions

The ways in which states, define independence for the purposes of administra-

tion of their student aid programs is also important. Congruence of defin-

itions among state, Federal, and institutional programs must be achieved if

the'conflicting determinations and resulling confusion are to be-reduced.

Many state definitions. are dtil..-xned with-defining something more than student

independence, idtluding in their "independent student" definitions phrases ,

such as, Y12-month (state) residency," "other than full-time oollege student,"

.must havehad'an interruption in education of at least one year," which

indicate that.th definitions.are conceived also with determining legal

residency for pr =m eligibility -purposes. Care'Must be exercised ta.separ-,

ate residency r ements from self-Supporting requirements.

A 'number of states bave not establithed their own definitions but have foil

the Federal guidelines instead. These include Kansas; Minnesota, Tennesse

and texas. This does not solve the problem, but .simply shifts it to a hi: er

level of confusion. Among the definitions that individual states have es b-

lished for themselves, there are a number of common elements bfit little

-commonality in defining those elements. Some of the, items that ate requ red

to establish independent student, status are:
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I. A period of physical separation from the residence of the parents.

The. most commonly used period is one yeartalthough that year is not

consistently described. Terms suer as "last year," "12 months

prior to application," and "on4:41endar year" are used.' One

state requires that the period;oUglpration be since. the junior

year of high school. Another permits.429*abAtaeion'if "reasonable

room and board are paid." The present definitIons'ppear to allow
for some period of residence with the parents during the period of

physical separation, but there is little consistency. Different

' 'definitions permit cohabitation fqr/periods of "two weeks," "one .

month," and "vacation periods."

2. A period of tax dependen y separatiot from the parents. This is

perhaps the most common lenient of the definitions, but its imple-

mentation is ngt consistent. Various-definitions require that the

student net have been claimed as a tax dependent for "one year,"
"the,twovrevious years," 4the year of application and the year of

award," or "the calendar year prior to application, the year of

application, and the year of award." Literal interpretation of

the most stringent of these requirements would-mean that a student-

applying in November 1974 for aid for the 1975-76 academic year .

/ could not have been claimed as a tax dependent for 1973 (year prior),

1974 (year of the application),'and 1975 and 1976 (the years of the

award).
-,

_

.
...r

3. A stipulated- amount- of AAXIMUM allowable support frote-the-parents:--4-i------------

.
While the variations in this requirement are perhaps less than in

the others, the values are not consistent. The amounts of $200 and

$600, which are used by many, appear to derive from the past and ./..'

present Federal guidelines. Thle figbre used by one, $500, seems to

be 'a compromise.

In addition, a number of states have minimum limitSwhich arbitrarily define

the loWbst age at which self:suppoiting status can be granted. These ages

/ include 18'(Maine), 23 (California and New 'Jersey) , 25 (Massachusetts), and

the age which would be achieved after "six yeais out ofhigh school" (Pennsyl-

vania).,, Other states' accept certain groupd of students with urecogniable"

characteristics as independent' of Tareptal'support. These include all veter-

ans, veterans with_more than one year's service, wards of the cdnrt, orphans,,,

Married students, married stud is six .ears out of high school, and stud-

`'ents from "extremely adverse hdie. situatiOns." 0ne.state repor.ts perhaps

the simplest definition of the self-9upporting student -- one who files the'

Student's Financial Statement instea1'of the Parents' Confidential Statement.

. .
Institutional Definitions_

. As might berexpected, institutions tend to rely primarily on-the Federal

guidelines for their definitions of student independence. In AP.Tune, 1974,

_
national survey of institutions conducted by the College Scholarship Service

(CSS)ii7 percent of-the 1,200 re&pondents indicated of the -Federal
o ,

J eri
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definitions, nine'percent u institutionally developed criteria,'and four

percent accepted'state or otffIr olicy definitions. "Public institutions

rely more on the Federal definiti ns (over 90 percent), while private

institutions more often use their own policies in administering their

resources. In the same survey, 2 percent of hose responding indicated

that the matter of definition was, their lost difficult ptoblem in making

.decisions about independent students. The other problems of packaging aid,

determining need, and the like, often are caused by the initial question '

of eligibility.

In summary, the components of the current Federal definitions are the primary

criteria for classifying students as to their indepeftdence for non-Federal

as well as Federal programs. This suggests that the definitions promulgated

''by the Federal Government should be as little arbitrary, as reasonable, and

as enforceable as possible? There is much concern that the present standards

do not meet these criteria well. The purpose of this study is to investigate

alternative definitions which coul1 be implemented to simplify the present

situation without increasing the numbers of students'or the kinds of students

who qualify as independent to levels which would be unacceptable.

I

9 I-

f.



17CHAPTER,II: METHODOLOGY OF THE STUDY

)

) Development of Alterrtive Definitions

In July, 1974, the ,study staffs nvened a small wor ing,group (5,f representa-

tives from cliff-event discipline and with different pdints-of7view to cotsider

alternative definitions of ind endent student status. The members of that

gl:oup, listed in Appendix B, identified a number of variables that might be

significant in assessing the independence of the student from his parents as

it relates to paying for posts condarf education. These lectors were then

translated-into a number of al ernative definitions.

.

The 'rst group of definitions involved modifications of existing Federal

initions. The purpoie of investigatilig these alternatives was to determine

if simplification or changes in the elements of the definition could be accom-

plished _withoutdrastic changes (either reductions or increases) in the number

and type of students wild-would be decTared independent. These alternatives

were: .
.

:
:,., r . .

.
, .

1', ° Disreqard that element of the definition concerninv:the student's.

'place (of residence while in school.
,

. .

.2.Disreqard the tax dependency status for the calendar year priOr to

the academac
4
year fOr which aid is requested.

,),

A
.

,

3. 'Disregard entirely tax dependency status.
. J

.,

4. Distreqard- ntir -i'.eaffibtiilt df-parentai"6-Ontrfbution.

(
5. ,Reduce the ma, imulii allowable parental'contribution to $200.

6. Increase th1' amount of allowable parental contribution to $1,0004

.7. Reduce th maximum allowable,parental contribution to zero.

8. 'iDisrega both the amount, of parental and the student's

place residence. While in. schOol.

The second gro p of alternatives ralated'td verifiable characteristics of

groups of :stu ants who traditionally Might be. considered independent. ,These

Alternatives included:
. -

9. clare as independentall .those-,21 years of age or older;
.

.

10. dare as indelehdot all those 22 yeara'of,age Or older.

Declare as independent, all tAose'25-Years of age or older.

12.. Declare as independent,all those who re or have been darriad:

k

.
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13. Declare as independent all those with dependent children regardless

of marital status. 4

-14'. Declare as independent all veterans.

15.leclare as)oindependent all those receiving welfare benefits
their own right.

n

Practically speaking, an,andependent student is one who ddes not rec ve'any

financial'contribution from his,or her parents, To study the effect f

/defining as independent that group who do, riot expect to receive any tribu-

tion from their parents, three additional alto ativespwere,deve.lope :

16. Declare as independent all thoe who re rted no parental contribu-

tion.

Declare as independent all those for wh m the CSS system of need

analysis would determine that no parent 1 contribution could be

expected. .

18. 'Declare as independent all those who would be considded to be receiv-

ing no contribution from their parents under the BEOG system of

determination of family contribution.

'Onncern.for the needs of the "nontraditional student" suggested the investiga-
tion'of another set of alternatives based on delayed entry,intepostseCondary

education:. Four Measures weredeviin-W-Xhif:reIdted-the-stillieWS-Age to his-

educational level:
r.

.191 'Declare as independent any student who de yed entry one year e

maxi. _ :

4% clit

V

20, Daclare'as 2 pendent any student who 'delayed entry two years or

,sore .

22.

t
q:

!Misuse upper
indelitndent th

were inve

Decre-as independent

. .

any student who delaYed entry thlee years or

ZN3

-
Clare as: independent airy student_'who delayed entry four' years or

23. Decl

- 24. Dec

vision student

are freshmen

1 .

are ako(ie likely to Wish' to be considered
or,s4phoioras, two alternatives based on class

_ .

,

. a if .

'

t 4111 seniors, :

dentifalljuniOra andseniors.

-1. \ `

inde'
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'Finally, the effect-of relating independence to the product) of personal

income was considdred. If a student is esployed and generating Lids own

suppat, it might be reasonable to consider him to be independent regardless

of other Characteristics. -To study this, four AlternatiVes were sellictede

25. Declare as independent all students working 21 hours Iper week or

more.

26. Declare as independent all students working 31 hours per week or

more.

27. Declare as independent all students who4

50 percent or more. of the `amount of their

.

28.. Declare as independent all students whose

33 percent or more of the amount of their

Data Base for Investigation

personal
parents'

personal
parents'

earningswere
earnings`

earnings *fere

earnings.

The data,used in this study. were collected by the College Entrance Examiner

tion Board between 1971 and 1974 in studies for various state agencies and

' individual institutions of postsecondary education. The data were collected

with the Student Resource Survey,'a data collection. and analysis system

.daveloped-by
the-College-Board-to. help

institutions and agencies study the.

ethods--tured-by-studentpto_finalice the
ofteecondery education. A

4
copy of the data collection. instrument is included aS-40indix C.

Th Stuclent Resource Survey (SRS) collects
information directly from students.

It c be administered on campus at.the time of registration'or during classes,

or by 1 with preregistration materials. Students receiving aid and those

not rece ng aid Are both included in these'surveys. The basic instrument

is .a 67-it qUestionnaire.
Students complete it anonymously, and for that

;\reasOn it is ossible to conduct follow-up for mist:ling ta. No information

is available .ut nonparticipating students.--

\ lel

1 Artier studi
which comparison dots were avail e, the responses

gl to tA'SRS fe 1 within two to five percent of expected responses.'

owever, n instances where: no directly- -comparable informatiofilts avdilable,

' t possibility exists thatithe total-population nay not be accurately

rep esented.,,Although
there is no evidence in th results to suggest that

ther was a selective bias !ii the sample, the Abe de of dative data

pied. finitive statement:) In the opinion of o al research

. stiffs e participating institutions the_a able con orison data indi-

cate that e result
are.repreaentative and just a high level of confid-

ewe.'
. 1

. ...

\ ._,

. 1
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1:t original data base from which this study, group was drawn included more

than 98,000 students from the stpies of California, MOntalig,AregOOPennsyl-

vania, and Washington. ThiS grdup writ sampled in such a way to assure that

the distribution of students attending two -year public, four-year public, and

private (both r,o- and four-year) institutions approximated the ti nal

distrib4tion of Students among types of institutions as closely as p

:t -waL;- 'sa-pled further to assure that the population'of each state re the

prc-Jr _ght relative to the other states in the sample. This sampling

produce
Ta.11

sho.4

a stad; group o: 32,i73 undergr:ldulte students, distributed at shown

1. ,d1stlihuti rf _te c'f tn students in the tot 1 sample

In _able 4; Cle parewal income in Table 6.

Against this data base, t_c, cf the alternative definitions of the independent

studen was tested to deterrine what percentage of change would occur in those

classi fed at\present ependent/independent according to the Fedlral defin-

itions. An an lysis of his information will appear later.

befini

The Stu
study

depende
of the

Inde ndence in the'Stud

ent Re

cludes

cy sta
asic E

ource Survey (SRS) which was used to collect the dat

questions that make it possible to generate a determ

us closely approximating that required under the pre

ucational Opportunity Grant Program-(BEOG). This dd

tion combines students' respolises to questions about tax'dependency

contribution, and-piase. residence.

In the area of tax dependency, the SRS questions correspond directl

those required in the BAOG determination. The student'is-asked, "D

parents claim you as a drpendenCiforFederal tax purposes for the 1

dar year?" and "WIll your parents claim you as a dependent for Fede

purposei this calindar year?" Responses of "No" to both' are requir

student to be considered' independent. The studets response to the

"Estimate the amount of money you will receive during the nine-month

year from . . . parent or Legal guardian".).s used to determillie the a

parental support, and a response of 8600.or lesi, coupled with two n

responses to the tal dependency questions is reqdired to be determin

dent. Thd BEOG definition requires less than $60Vparental,contribu

the present and prior 12 month calendar year. The determinations ma

the SRS responses-may over- or under-estimate the number of indepeA'

students, It is likely, however; that the SRS determinations closel

pond to those' of, the BEOG prd ram.

The BEOG iasidency requirement allows no more than two consecutive we

with the tarents during' the prior and current year. The SRS does not

this deta Ied inquiry, hut rather -asks "When at college, where do you

live?" Ikothe student responds that.he normally lives with parents o

he is noticonsidered to be independent. The student who responds that

normally lives elsewhere but returns home for vacation periods would b

,sidered'i ependent if he qualifies under the tax dependency and paten

contributi questions., In this respect, the SRS probably. overstates.

Itumbei a Independent students.
lw

for this
ation of

ent rules"
etmina-
parental

with
your
t calen-
1 tax
for a

question
academic
lowdble
gative
d indepen-,
on in
from

t

corres-

'

Z9

ks residence
ke
ornilly
relatives
he

66n-
-
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CHAPTER III: CHARACTERISTICS OF STUDENTS WHO ARE

- _

INDEPENDENT UNDER.THE PRESENT BEOG PROGRAM,DEFINITIOS

Using the Student Resource Survey items described in the previous Chapter,

a determination was made -whether each of the students in the study sample

would have qualified as dependent or independent under the definition used.

by the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant 'program for recipients during the

- '1974-75 academic year. Under that definition, 79.2 percent of the sample. //

would be considered dependent and 20.8 peicent would be considered independr

ent. Slightly more full-time than part-time students would be considered ,

dependent. Among full-time 4tudents, 22.6 percent of the men oalify asz 1

indepen nt, 12.9 percent .oi,,the women. The following table shows the die-

tributi of dependency status by sex for responsents ins\t_he study ;groupc..

"IC

%I TABLE 2

Dependency StiltuS0Y-tex..ng All Study GrOUP Respondents.:

-,*'t,
, ,

:Total-

S

All Student's.-
.

----- Makes

Female
4

Full-Time Students 1904

.7_Male'

79.2%

loo,:oz

'81.6

100t

Independen2t

.2V4r.
1

68.5 [

,

69.5L:

30.5-

;

The study group in Iiidedc
were carrying ours loa
this group has been eitcl
responded to permit any c
p- ticipation in Federal

not in law)._
e :Student aid- popula
.,-

4,0t. st ents (12;3 percent of the total) who,

ss :f 1-time. In the analys that

On many f the variables too f of this group

elusions to e -drawn. Purthet; t r present

tudent pr ass Is extremely ted (in fact,

ign would, mae the effects bf alt tive'definitions

kon eligible present.

iMor"7students who nowquali y as independent ere older than ,those whd w

idered dependent. The mean age-of.the fell-tine independept.studOntliras

pears and that-of the: dependent 20,8-years: Stidtarkier..237...
, -

up 90 13.1 percent- the total full-time group, t wer*-marly ha

. 31- I.

101111,11144)1 _

AA

1

'I, o
1.4

t

7-
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(49.4 percent) of the independent student group. Not all of r students
were independent, however. About three out of ten studs over 25 yeari
of age would not qualify as-independent under presen idelines. Table,. 3
shows the age distribution of the dependent and ind ends students in
the sample..-

Age

1;18 or,under

19

TABLE 3

Dependency Status by Age

(Full -Time Students Only)

? .

. Column Percent Row Percent i
.

Total Dependent . Independent Total Dependent Indepindent

.

'

7.7% 9.3% .6% 109.0%

21.3 2546,, 2.2 100.0

19.2 ,. 22.Sv 4.6 -- 100.0

- ..
98.5%

984
.-

195.6

1.52
.

1.9
1.,4

.19.1 ° 21.3 .4' 9.4 100.0 90.9 ''' 911

, ..19;0 .16.2 " 31.1 !100.0' 69.9 30.1

25-go 29 9-.4- -----3:4- 36.0-'1' 2 :0 -, ---29-.-8- 70.2

-30 to 34 ,- 242 ..7
II

8.7 100.0 26.6 73.4
4.

35 to 40 1.2 .4 4.4 ..-14.0 30.9 ' t69.1 ,

[41 or above .9 .5 3.1 100.0 40.1 59.9
.

// 1,00.0% 100.0% idopu

MeaWA 41.8 20.8 26.2

Not rried student% qualify, as independent -under the-pretent
percent of the 44Pendent students' are or have been married. Of

students iho are .preisentlyisarried, 30.3 perbent would not qualify aa indepen-
'cleat; among tliose erirated-or divoiced,2 37.3"percent would not qualify; axone
those who repo ed derliere widowed, 43-.1., `reent would not 'qualify-. Table
D-1-, in Appiiiailet shows the dietribution'of dependent
by their present narit aius.

,

Vete mike up a substaliiiiii portion of who , lift at independent
Prenent guidelines, Ni percent:Of,.40ne idatrified

'idependent indieliting they ere veterans. NOt all veurfane vould _qua

independent-students/

-haunter,- because- 40.5 percent= of --these who _indicated- thnY- _

id r - -

notmeet_the,established criteria.

I.
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Students-who'identified themselves as Black or Spanish-American were much more -._

likely to qualify as independent than were students in other ethnic/racial

groups. Among the Black students 30.5 percent-would'qualffy as indenendent

and 25.3 percent would qualify along the Spanish-Americans. Those who iden-

tified-themselves as Oriental weee the least likely to be independent, with

Only 10.5 percent meeting present guidelines. The following table shows the

distribution of students by bthnic/raciargronv membership.

TABLE 4

Dependency Status.by Ethnic/Racial Group Membership

(Full-Time Students Only) A

Ethnic/Racial
. Column Percent

Group , Total Dependent Iii p ndent

Row Percent

Total Dependent Indepen ent

American Indian i 2.9% 2.9% '3.1% 100.0% 80.5 19. %

Black 1 3.9, 3.3 6.5 100.0 69.5 30.9

White 1 80.5 81.2 77.2 , 100:0 82.3 17.7,

Spanish-Americ4ti

1.

4.6 4.2 6.3 100.0 74.7 . 25.31

. - 4

Oriental , 1 .4.3 4.8 2.5 0.0* / 89.5 10.5

Other' 1 3.8 3.6 3.4 1 0.0 78.6 # 21.41
. ,

11100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
.

\

_ 4 _

Sese-of the-originalstudent r sponses have been
8Ii6kgaBlack/AfrO,AmericaniNegr ; Whitetaucasian
Chicano/Mexican- American /Other Spanish-Speaking

Asian - American.
. .

.AnSiiht be expected from theagnmater incidence of independence among older

students,'those.at higher class-levels are more likely, to'beindepehdent.':

---Adong.freahmad-students, only one in .ten (9.2 Oercspt) would rode-
`pendent under present guidelined, butianong seufors, nesrlythree

(29.5 Perient) would be considered independent: Slightly more -thafl 15'pertent

of the SOphonorei,-nearly 22 perCent of the juniors, -and iore'ehan1,5*percent---

of.the fifth year dergraduatas would be considered independent,,, Table D-2,

imAimponnlixD, the distribution-of'dependit and indepMnden' students-

ortened,for convenience.
itel Spanish=Ameri =

iican; Oriental - Oriental/

by class_ level.

' _
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Students' who qualify for independent status under tfie-present guidelines coil*

from families with lower incomes than do thoSe who `are dependent. This sub-

stantiates the opinion that foi many-students-independence may be a matter

41 of necessity rather than of convenience. The an parental income of dependent

'111 full -time students bathe study group' was $14,5 9; that for--independent fulf-

time students in the study group was $10,243. tudents from faiilies with

incomes in excess of $12,000 made up 52.1 pe t of the total group and 56.3

percent of the dependent-student, group, -but only 31'.8 percent of the independent

student group. AMong students from families with incomes of less than $6,000,

32.6 percent of the students qualify as independent; among those from families

with incomes of more than $18,000, only 8.5 percent meet the present qualifi-

cations. Table 5 shows the distribution of dependent and independent_ students

by student-reported parental income.

TABLE 5

Dependency Status by Student-Reported Parental Income

(Full -Time Students Only).

Student-Reported
Parental' Income Total-Dependent Independent Toti1 Dependent Independent

Column Percent Row Percent

$,Ato
..,d.o% 15.4%

'$ $ 5,999 8.5 7.1 15.4

$ $-7,499 )6.9 6.3 9..8

$ 7 $ 8,999 7.7 7i.1 10.3

$ 9, to $11,999 17.2 17.2 17.2

$12 00 to $14,999 15.74 16.4 11.9

$15,'x0 to $17,999 10.1 10.0 6.8

$1,000 to $20,999 7.9 8.6
1

4.6

$21,000 to $24,999 6.2 6.9 2.9

$25,000 or above 12.2 .13.6 5.6
--77-1

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Mean Income i$13,829 $14,559 , $10,243

100.02' 65.7% 34.3%

100.0 69.5 30.5

100.0 76.1 23.9

100.0 ,77.l 22.94

100,0 83.1 - 16.9

100.0 87.1 12.9

100.0 88.6 11.4

100.0 90.1 9.9
100.0 92.1

100.0 92.2 7.8

-

Stddeht who are_considerediliPendent under-dm present guidelines report

receiving an'avirage of $964 in support from their-parents4,14orethan half,

'of-the dependent students (53.1 percent) report'receiving less than $600 in

parental. support, with nearly two out of tenp8a.perce00. ,sctuall$Jaelf,

supporting. because they" eceiv- no 24-port-fres tkeir'parentsi or guardians.
. m



According to the methods used to calculate parental contribution by the Basic

Educational Opportunity Grant Program; the mean that would be expected from

dependent students would be $1,617 (167.7 percent of aottelly reported by

the students). Exactly one quarter (25 percent. of he dependent students

would becalculated to receive less than $600 in support from their parents

under the BEOG procedures (more, than twicel that percent report actually

freceiving less than $600) mnri-onty+5;percenf would_ be %calculated to receive

/ no parentaksupport (18.1percent report norm).

-Per-students who are at present determined to be independent, the mean BEOG

calculated parental contribution would have been $1,218 had they been consid-

ered dependent. About four in ten (4015 percent) would haie been calculated

to receive less than $600 (the amount which they did receive-in 'order to

.qualify asandependent) and more thau4one ten (10.6 percent) would have '

been calculated to receive nothing from their parents. -cable 6 on the follow-

ing page shows the distribuiton of reported parental contribution for student&

classified as dependent under present guidelines and Ake BEOG calculated

parental contribution-for both dependent and_independent full-7time students

in the study group.

20 -

_

These characteristics partially describe the ull-time students in the present

1:
tur study group who would be classified as depend ne-er-inlittpanglent under the

guidelinei used at present by the Basic Edddi Tonal Opportunity Grant Program,

most-of-the state scholarship iencies,.and ne rly all individual institutions

--ol-postsecondary education., Them characteris cs provide a benChmark against

which the'alternative definitions to be subseque y described can be- compared ;.

ra
-



"

1

T
A
B
L
E
 
6

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
-
R
e
p
o
r
t
e
d
 
a
n
d
 
B
E
O
G
-
C
a
l
c
u
l
a
t
e
d
 
P
a
r
e
n
t
a
l
C
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n

(
F
u
l
l
-
T
i
m
e
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s
 
O
n
l
y
)

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
-
R
e
p
o
r
t
e
d

.
P
a
r
e
n
t
a
l
 
C
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n
,

P
a
r
e
n
t
a
l
 
C
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n
 
D
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

Q
n
l
y

B
E
O

C
a
l
c
u
l
a
t
e
d
 
P
a
r
e
n
t
a
l
 
C
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
t
i
o
n

C
o
l
u
m
n
 
P
e
r
c
e
n
t

R
o
w
 
P
e
r
c
e
n
t

T
o
t
a
l

D
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t
 
I
n
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

_
T
o
t
a
l
 
D
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t

I
n
d
e
p
e
r
i
d
e
n
t

I
 
t
 
o
 
.
$

2
0
0

$
 
2
0
1
 
t
o
 
$

4
0
0

$
4
0
1
 
t
o
 
$

6
0
0

(
U
n
d
e
r
 
$
6
0
0
)

.
$
 
6
0
1
 
t
o
 
$
1
,
0
0
0

1
1
,
0
0
1
 
t
o
*
$
1
,
5
0
0

1
3
4
0
1
.
t
o
 
$
2
,
0
0
0

'
1
2
,
0
0
1
 
t
o
'
 
2
,
.
5
0
0
-
-

$
2
,
5
0
1
 
.
t
o
 
0
,
0
0
)

3
-
#
0
0
i
 
I
b
o
v
e

;

'
N
e
o
n
 
P
a
r
e
n
t
a
l

-
-

C
o
n
t
r
i
b
u
i
i
i
n

1
7
.
2
%

1
8
.
3

9
.
5

'
-
-
 
8
.
1

1

8
.
9
%

3
.
3

9
.
2

6
.
6

(
5
3
.
1
)

(
2
8
.
Q
)

1
0
.
8

1
2
.
7

.
9
.
6

I
1
3
.
0

s
8
.
4

9
.
4

5
.
9

1
4
.
1

5
.
2

6
.
$

7
.
1

1
5
.

1
0
0
.
0
%

1
0
0
.
 
%

'e
l

.
8
.
5
1
°

3
.
2

6
.
3

7
.
0

(
2
5
.
0
)

1
1
.
1

1
5
.
8

8
.
8

1
4
.
4

6
.
4

1
6
.
9

1
0
0
.
0
2

$
1
,
5
1
3
8

$
1
,
6
1
7
%

T
.

-
-
-
-
-
-
,
_

-

1
0
 
6
%

3
.

2
1
.
0

\
(
4
0
5
.

1
6
.
9

k
6
.
0

1
1
.
9

\
8
.
7

1
0
0
.
0
%

7
6
.
6
%

2
3
.
4
%

1
0
0
.
0

7
7
.
3

2
2
.
7

1
0
0
.
0

5
4
.
9

4
5
.
1

1
0
0
.
0

8
4
.
8

1
5
.
2

.
0
)

(
7
1
.
5
)

(
2
8
.
5
)
.

7
3
.
8

2
6
.
2

9
1
.
5

8
.
1

7
4
.
9

2
k
4

1
2
.
2

7
2
0
.
8

8
8
.
1

1
1
.
9

1
0

1
0
0
.

1
0
0
.
0
.

v
i
m

6
.
8

1
0
4
A
0

-
;
2

1
0
0
.
0

io
a.

ox



Met'i

CHAPTER IV': FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS OF THE/RESpiT DEFINITION

Under the present Federaf guidelines for demonstrating self-supporting student
star , there is little financial disincentive to the parents. The only loss
the would experience would be their inability to claim the student;as a
Fe ral income pax dependent. This would result in an increase in the Federal
t able income ofthe parents of $750 for each child emancipatet in this Way
-The increase would be taxed according to the marginal tax rate for their.
income level. In order for the student to qualify for self-supporting status

. the deduction must be foregone for two years,, thus the total period of foregone
Federal tax deducilions would extend,to five years_it the student were to.be
considered independent for his entire undergraduate' career and for the total
period of his eligibility for assistance under the Basic Educational Opportun-
ity Grant Program.

The table that follows shows the cost o the family through loss of Federal
income tax deducations for the various periods.

TABLE 7

*act ofStudent Independence

On Federal Income Tax Payments of the Parents

Parental Adjusted Increase in Federal Tax,
Gross Income Yak W * r 1e --. r--Yea

--

*
$12,000 to $16,000 : 25% $187.50
$16,000 to $20,000. 28 210.00
$20,000 to $24,000 32 j 240.00
$24,000 to $28,000 36 270.00
$28,000 to $32,000 314 .292.50
$32,000 to $36,000

-.....r ,

$36,000.to $40,000 '
,

$375.0Q -1-137.5

480,00
540.00 c

337.50 '

0.00
1,350.00
1,462.5P

. 1,575.00.630.00

675004 1,687.50

*1973 -tax -rates for. families filing joint returns ,

. .
!

g _, _ .

The impa8t of loss of deduction on state. or local income tax returns,Of course,
varies.- Iris unlikely.that it would-be stbetantial. In.New York; for example,

,for a family with an. income of $20,000 the state tax liability would be
increased no more than $87 per year; in California the increase would be no
more $60 per year. It is possible,that for sodi families the increases.
di bi more becausc.thf,:wauld be unable to. claim medical expenses paid for
non ependent children and would experience a kurthei increase in their taxable
._income.. HowgVer, since this would occur onlywhen-,total medicallempeSseS

:

exceeded.three percent of:gross income (the level at whieh.they can be item-
_

. Axed) it it not likely that this would be a significant Coat for families at
e-, -, t . .

.1
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.higher-income levels. With independent status for the student the savings to

the family would be significant. Assuming that a family made no more contribu-

tion to a student's educatiOnal expenses than would be permitted under the '

guidelines ($600 per year), Table 8 shows the savings that would be experienced

usinvt000contribution 'levels expected under the College Scholarship Service- -

system. (This system is used for - determining eligibility for institutional

and campus based Federal student aid by more than 4,000 institutions in-this

country.)

TABLE 8

,Impact of Student Independence_ on

Parental COntributions Expected by the CSS*

I
. CSS

Parental Income. ; Contribution
1

Net
1Year '

Savings** 1N

$12,000 1 $ 973 $, 173 , $ 492

$14,000 ,178 778 3,112

$16,000 1,851,- 1,251 5,004

$18,000 .
2,443 .

1,843 7,37i.

2 590- 14360
.., 1.3,*644

i$22,000
:,

_3,190--

4,011 r
,3, 1/r:

$24,000 . 4;803 -,---9,956
12,6080 . 5,589 4,989 ". , 19,956,

$28,000
1 _6;337 5,737 22,948

$30,000 -6,992 6,392' .25,568

*1974-75 contribution levels for a two-parent; three-child family withOut

complications (Table F, CSS Need'AnalYais: Theory and Computation Pro -

edures for the 1974-75 'Ts and SFS)

**Estimated typical expected_parental
contribution minus.$600 per year

-
/aiiiiiyEarallowabla-parental contribution "

-,
. ..

For mollies inAlighef-income levels, this undoubtedly overstates net savings.

Th CSS expected contributiOn level for families with incomes in excess of/

)41
$ 2,00(Yexceeds the average cost of one yeses res ant education at a private

four-year institution in 1974 -15 (the maximumtha most families would be

expected contribute under molt 0.rcumstances) and these estimates do nbt

inclUde any contribution the student might make from summer empl t or

Assets. The table does,however, indicate the savings,thatlfamilie might .

,experiedbe iftheir child were cdhsideted independent of, their res ees. A

4.
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family with 67,1 "tome of,$20,000 would lose approximately $240 in Federal

income to elf ations but would be excused from an expected edutational

expense ontr Yution of nearly $3,200 per year. The net savings to the

famil ,,-/a,u be nearly $3,000 per year.

ent_hlaaelf would not obtain particular advantage in dollar-terMs,

se heOwould simply be substituting support from financial aid resources

supportfrpm the parents.. But there would be considerable change in

eligibility for financial assistance. A student from a family with-an

income of" $26,000 would be ineligible for Federal, state, or institutio 1

financial assistance on the basis df expected parental contribution a even

the, most expensive institutions. As an independent student, however, is

need could easily approach the full amount of the institutional budg Y If

he applied for and was fopnd eligible for-participation in the Basic Educa-

tional opportunity Grant Program, he might receive as much as $5,60 in

'BEOG support over four-years at full funding. With an institutiona -budget

that is high and other grant aid (such as that from the SEOG progr ), a

student could easily qualify for and might receive as much as-$10Z, 00 in

gift aid over the course of four years ($1,400 from BEOG plus Og.'00 in '

'matching. grant aid from other sources per.yeaf).

The finaLial incentives to the family (and consequen
to the

financial aid programs) of independent student status a erable. The

following table shows the distribution of parental contr that would, .

have been computed usin: the 1974-75 BEOG computation pro' es, for

independent-students n the:etudy_group had they been t on their

parents. These a unts w re calculated according he sa e ieneraT4dide"

lines as thos sed at esent for dependent s, nts.

-24 -- -

'

Parental ontribution that Would Have en Expected

From Indeu ndent Students Under Present G

74-75 BEOG Computation Proced, res

idelines Using

Amount:of Contribution

None

$ 1 to $ 200

.$ 201 to $ 400

.$ 401 to $ 600

$ 601 to $1,000:`

$1,001 to $1,500
$1,501 to $2,000

.,$2,001 to $2,500
$2,501 to 0,000
$3,001 and above

Mean.

Percent of Stud

2.*
11.1%
3.7

20.7

5.1
15.3
5.4
10.8
8.9

6.9.
12.1

$1,283,
-g-
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The mean EEOG expected p ental contribution that would have been computed

for'students.in-the Stud group now considered to be independent was $1,283.

Assuming that there are bout 7.45 million undergraduate students enrolled

in postsecondaryeducati n:during the 1974-75 academic year, the net loss .

through foregone parenta
contribution from the 20.8 percent] students

considered independent would be the mammoth sum of $1.988 billion. It would

be unreasonable to assumt that all of the students who-aie at present con-,

sidered independent make that claim in order to relieve their phrents of the

necessity of making the e pected contribution. More,strinIent status defin-

itions would not result i a total recovery of that amount. But the amoun

of contribution lost from iarents of independent students is significant.

Certainly the incentive to have a student became independent iavings'of

an average of $1,283,. in,
plus an average BEOG award at

full, funding of,$567, (a total financial gain of $1,850) -- measured against

a tax reduction loss of not more than $400 peryear 'indicates that there

would be a relief pf financial pressure by declaring independence.

I

4
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ER V; SOCIOPATHOGENIC CONSEQUENCES OF INDEPENDENT STUDENT DEFINITIONS

. .

----nult chapter deals with ways is which the application of the present- jefini-

elltX- 414onbe-4. nd mst student' status to Federal student aid program may have
an.udverse imp

14s
t on individuals an*institutions in our society. A later

.. ,

chapter will look at luggested modifications in the definition and specblete
on possible adverse effects of these modifications. .

Manifest and Latent Functions: An Introduction

. In looking at a specific program,designed to have an impact on society or a
. part of society, it is possible also to.observe the consequences of the

' program. These consequences have often been divided into "manifest" functions
and "latent"-functiolls which Robert Merton defines is follows: "Manifest
functions are those objective consequences contributing to the-adjustment or 1

adaptation of the system which are intended and recognized by participants in
-the'System; latent functions, correlatively, being those which are neither
-intended nor recognized."' Since this chapter will be concerned primarily
with latent functions of the present definition ft will be helpful to cen4nue
Merton's explanation Of latent functions: "The unintended consequences o
action are of three types; (1) those which are functional for a designated
system, an these comprise the latent functions;i (2) those which are dysfun-
ctional Oi a Aesignated system, and these comprise'the latent dysfunctions;.
and (3) those which -are7

When regulations concerning eligihilit for independent student status were :

41/6

specified, certain conseque ces'wer ntendedby the action. The egulations
were intended to further th b4ic' goal of thO,Federal student ai rogrmns -- 1

to equalize and extend educa ional opportunity and thus make access higher 1

educatiod'aviilable to all o could benefit from it. Tt-Wls also the inten-
tion

1

of.the independent stu t criteria to retain the philosophy ihat parents 1

are usually responsible for e education of their Children at least through
1

--,

. the .bachelors degree. The r gulations recognize that there are, in fact,
; individuals who no longer hav access to their parents' "resource pool" but
17 are designed to prevent faint to shift financial responsibility to the
,. 'government which they might ot efwise have accepted as their own.

This became the-,manifest funct do .of the independent student provpions: to -
,insure that students who do not normally depend on their parents financially

---T would not have to do so in the ial-case bfieduleariln, an to prevent --
those who were normally financi ly dependentiOntheir paren from using

40,,this provision to allow their p ts to escape responsibili .

. .

The Office.of Education defined an in4iiondent student as,. who 1) does
not live with his/her parents for more than two weeks at a- t ,a2) has not
And will not 'receive ;more than $600 per. ear his

...
for * three:yeas-

period and 3) has not and will not be declared as a dependen for tax-purpoiDes
by his/her parents far a three-yeaeperiod. By extension, a dependent student

\.,



. is anyone who fails to meet one or more-of the criteria: one who re ed

with his parents 15 days or more, received1601 or more in cash ind in

any one calendar year, or was declared "(With or without his co ent) as a

dependentAtor tax purposes.

-27-
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a_Dt is these specific criteria, as well other implicit Criteria, that

be the focus of this chapter. The p ose will be to see if the criteria,

as set forth above, ever act to neg to the principal aim'of equalizing educe-

. tional opportunity. Are students who are unable to afford postsecondary

education being denied aid? Are students who are able to finance their

college education, either from their own or from their parents resources,
being granted aid because the criteria are overly broad? What other dys-

functions are pxoduced by the regulations?

It seems possible at this time to say with certainty that there have bees

some inequities created by the definition. d ye t is difficult to quan-

tify the problem nationally or present a full es ription of, what has happened,

411Those students who did not receive afd because they did not qualify under the

reellations may have been unable to attend college and therefore cannot be

. found in the college student population. 'Sampling the entire population of

the nation between the ages of 18 and 4S to locate *at is probably a rela-

tively. small 'number of cases would be prohibitively expensive.

Those managed to receive, Federal aid that-was not intended for students

in situations such as theirs are. nearly impossible to find -- they are, of

Course, part of the student_population on nearly every campus, but they are

not going to step forward and identify themselves.

What is left is to engage in some reasoned speculation. .It,is the intent of

this chapter. to present cases which are known, or.have been described, and

add then to.certain logical-' categories to producea lis of possible dysfunca,

tions pf the current criteria. While the impact on th student and the

institution is the most obvious, other individuals and agencies are affected.

Some of-these will-be described,_especially those tha affect regulations

-, between the 'student and society, his family, or the rnment--

.Some Latent Consequences_of the Eligibility Criteria

Indipendent status is,determined by the student's r-- ation io his parents or

guardian during the 20 months prior to his applica op for 'aid (assuming a -,
September entry).iand by, Ills.:alFicipated relation t 'his parents or guardian

during the 14 months followingthe beginning of th- academic year Thus,.i

candidate for a grant for the-1974-75 school year ad to account for the 7'

-period from January 1, 1973 to Dauber 31, 1975.

There are essentially three latent consequences rich lay result from the

regulations. The first, and most Cibvibus.,-Is denial of-aid to an indivi-

dual because he failif to meet the drigeria-to e classified as an independent

:-siudent. The second effect is the alteration the lagel,statui of a student
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which allows,him to meet the criteria. The third effect is the alteratio

of the real status of the student -- it impact on his relations with his

family,

Consequences of Failure to (4 lify

In establishing criteria for independent Stu#ent status there is the risk of

either accepting too many indi uals Who shbuld hte been screened out (false

positives) or rejecting individuals who should have been included (false nese-

tive4A- students (or would-be students) who are either independent by some

social or psychological criteria or students who, while still dependent on

their parents in.some spheres, are independent when'it comes to financing.an

education. ,
,

One of the most obvious sources of false negatives is the time provision.

Guidelines are designed to prevent t student who is leaving. home to
attend

school from suddenly declaring himself independent and taking advantage of a

program which was not designed for him, Yet there are obvious cases where

this individual is, in fact, independent. 44,illustrative case would be one

in which a woman whOse parents do not approve of her entry into postsecondary

education is not allowed to remain, at home and receives nofinancial support'

from her family. Because she lived with her parents in the past and was.

supported by them, she-would not,be considered independent under present

Federal guidelines.
11,

Just
his parents over education, a

student may become estranged because-of political decisions or behaviors.

At one time going to school instead of volunteering to go into the army

caused a great deal of conflict. Thispften resulted in parental refusal to

assist in educational financing. At times the alienation between parent and

child is total. Vietnam provided us with many examples of this. While

parent is within his legal, if not moral, rights to refuse t6 support the

student, the Federal regulations will not recognize that-student as independent

of his parents.

The key factor is the timing. of the estrangement or separation...If it occur-

red two years. ago it woull not be an issue,.bui if there has been any dependency.

in the 20 months preceding entry into college, the student'is defined as depen- .

dent.
,

Certain other situations produce equally difficult problems. ,The most obviOis

is the newly married student. Present regulations do not recognize a new

marriage as a declaration of independence .from parents'. The assumption is

that parents still maintain.the obligation to pay for postsecondary-education

if the Child-has been patt of the family in the last 20 months. If a returning;

servicean-stays with his parents for anything over'14 days after his return,

he is classified as dependent. The same is true of a son or-daughter Who

stays with a sick. parent for 15 days or more.

43
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_While Only $600-in-financial assistance may be- received from parents, there

is no limit to the amoOnt that may be received from others. Thus, a

relative-may provide food or clothing (eveh a-new car to use) and it would

not make the studenti%ependent nor would it be likely to count as part of

-his-prior-year's-income in determining the nazism amount for which he is

eligible.

Examples of manipulating the regulations, as they become known, may have an

effect on society similar to the effect produced by_the knowledge that

well-known individuals have failed to pay any taxes. Besides leading to

displeasure and alienation, it also has led the IRS to fear a5Wholesale rash

of cheating. Financial aid officers are predicting and even experiencing

a similar rash of cheating.

Summary

Basically three types of dysfunctions occur as a result of the current guide-

line regulations on qualifying as an independent student. One causes a student

to separate from his family earlier than he otherwise might in order to

receive aid. The second causes student and parents to engage in dishonest

or devious behavior in order to qualify: The third denies aid to students who

are functionally independent but definitionally dependent.

The scope of the. dysfunctions of the current definitions cannot be fully

appreciated at this time. The current regulations potentially can disenfran-

nunber of would-be students who. are considered by society to

be independent of their- parents (either totally or in the area of educa on).

Besides the basic loss of opportunity for. these individuals and of the loss of

-resources for society, the reality is that all students lose when one segment

of the society is systematically excluded from participating in the educational

process.

By being excluded or by being forced to be deceptive in order to qualify, the

students and their families become alienated from society and government. Of

-course the alienation-may not be just between the unit and society. It

,say also produce internal conflicts within the family. This is espeCially_

true in cases in which the student is told that he is dependent and that his

family can afford to send him to colleges but. the family denies both ofthese

findings..

To the extent that the_student attempts to enter into A/new life Style that

will further enhance his future eligibility,_ he agatel fosters a form of

dependency on Whers that May-not be a positive subst tution for-the existing,

dependeice on.the family. It could hardly be said t a genuine educational

purpose is served by forcing a year of institutions living or marriage'to

intervene between secondary_ and,posteecondary edilca ion.
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CHAPTER VI: ALTERNATIVE DEFINITIONS OF THE INDEPENDENT STUDENT

Using-the data base pro videdhy,the.Student gebource Survey, 28 alternative_

definitions of the independent 4tudent wereldeveloped and tested to determine

their impact on the number and characteristics of students who would be added

to the group of- students determined to be independnet under the present Basic

Educational OpportunityGrant definition. This baseline for comparison was

chosen because the BEOG definition seems to be the one used by_ most of the

state and institutional aid program managers in the administration of funds

under their jurisdiction. This chapter describes the effect of those alter-

natiVes.

Modifications of the Present Definitional Elements

The first set bf alternatives was.developed byliodifying one or more of the

elements in the present BEOG definition. The following table describes the

eight alternatives and presents the percentage of full-time students who would

be added to (or eliminated from) the group that is presently considered to be

independent.

3

TABLE 10

Changes in the Independent Student Group:

Alternatives That Modify e Present Definition

(Full -Time S dents Only)

Modificition

Disre and the student's plce
Disre ardtax dependency
Disre and tax dep dency

Disregard the amo t of

Reduce the maxi allOWab

Increase the anio t.of al

For
for

ar

Change

f residence while in school +2.6%

he year prior, +3.9

both years
ntal contribution
parents/ contribution to $200 -3.3

able parental contribution to
$1,000 +0.3

Redude the anciun of all. able parental.contribution to zero

!Disregard the student's lace of residence while in sdhool ?*

and the amount of parental contribution

t

a.
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ecaush the alternati'Ves which reduced the amount of allowable parental con-

ribution to $200-and zero resulted in'a decrease in the number of students

o would be,considered independent (3,3 percent and 8.3 percent respectivfly),

they sere not considered for further analysis. ThisJudgiment was made because

it waa considered that policing such stringent levels would he even more dif-

ficult than policing the present $600 contribution. Also it would appear to

be unfair to families because only in cases of severe rupture of the normal

family relationship would parents totally eliminate any cash or in kind support

of their children. Strict limitations of this nature would cause even Christ-

mas or birthday gifts to eliminate a student from the independent student

group. The alternative,'which increa d allowable support to $1,000 was also

eliminated because it had such a smal effect andtbetause the alternative

which disregarded the amount of paren al contribution resulted in the inclusion

of similar groups of students.

The five remaining alternatives in this group included a considerable overlap

in individual students affected, with 63.4 percent of'the students added

through disregarding residence also being added when both residence and

parental contribution were disregarded, and 29.5 percent of those added when

parental contribution was disregarded being added When both residence and

contribution were ignored. There was no overlap between these three defini-

tions and those concerning changes in the year of tax dependency. Naturally,

all of those who would be added by, ignoring the prior year's dependency status

would also be added when both year's-dependency was not considered.

These alternatives affect a group of students younger than those included in

the.independent group at present, and they also affect students from different

family income groups. The alternative which would include those students who

,live with their,parents or with relatives would affect a group from families

with incomes lavier than those in the independent group now. The mean parental

income of those added under this alternative would be $8,626 as compared with

$10,243'for those considered independent at present. The alternatives which,

would ignore the tax dependency status would add students from family tttome'

groups higher than. the present, with the mean parental incomes of those

_added being $121421 and $12,527 respectively. The alternative which ignored

parental contribution would add the grdup coming from the highest mean family

income, $16,654. The alternative which disregarded both place of residence

and Parental contribution would add a _group from a slightly lower mean parental

income, $11,208. The table on page 34 summarizes the age and mean parental

income of those added. See'Appendix D for the distributions of newly inde-

pendent students on these. two variables.

If the amount of actual support received by students from their parents is a

relevant criterion to their independence, the alternatives which ignore place

of residence and dependency status for tax purposes would appear to add a

group'of students who are in fhct financially independent. The mean student-

reported parental contribution from those added through elimination of residence

reqhirements is-only $85; that of those added through' elimination of the tax

c)

4.6
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dependency requirements is $112 and.$171 rOpectively.

ignores the amount of parental contribution ignores a

with the mean student-reported contribution of .$1,869.

following page shows these means. See Appendix D for

The alternative which
considerable amount
The table on the

a distribution for each.

Perhaps the most interesting aspect of the effect of these alternatives is

the small percentage of students classified at present as dependent who.would

be affected. Elimination, of consideration of the student's place of residence

would add only 2.6 percent of the independentjgroup, consideration of'tax

dependency only in the year for whichlailNks received would add 3.9 percent

to the independent group, and ignorin* the amount of the parental Contribution

would add only 1.2 percent. UnfortuFrately, the latter change would add a

large number of students from high income families and would ignore a substan-

tial amount of real parental help.

It would seem that the present definition could b si'mplified through

elimination of consideration of the student's pla f residence (at

present the most difficult to police or verify of any of the require-,

ments) and through consideration of only one year's tax dependency

(less information for thdp-family to provide and the administrator, to

verify) without adding eitheita substantial number of students to the

independent group or without adding students from high income/high

contribution families.

- Alternatives which ignore tax dependency completely result in a substantial

increase in the number of independent students and those which ignore the

amount of parental contribution add students from high income families who Ire

in fact receiving substantial amounts of parental support/.

S

4
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Table 11

Mean Age, Parental Income, and Parental Contribution

.

of New Independent Students

AlternatiVes That Modify the Present'Definitions-

(Full-Time Students Only)

f

Characteristics of New Independent Students

Alternative Mean Age

Mean
Parental
Income

Mean Student-
Reported parental,

Contribution

Disregard student's place of

residence while in,schoof 25.2 $ 8,626 $ 85

Disregard tax dependency .

in year prior , 21.9 12,421 . 112

Disregard tax dependency
in both years 21.4 12,527. _ 171

Disregard amount of student-'
reported parental contribution 23.1 . 16,654 '9 1,869

Disregard`bsth student's place
of residence and amount of
parental contribution

22.9 11,208
,

r 828

. .-

Present Definition 26.24 10,243 32

I
4,1 - 4

,-- b
./14

4
Alternatives Based'on Personal Characterinticp. of StudebTs

6

*
6

.
1 4.. , t.

.
4

. ' .,

One criticism of the present definition 4p.that in order to evaluate ..tbe,deppn-

dency or independency of the candidate the program administrator is required tq

inquire deeply-iNnto matters of parental, fi ancevilich,,. if the' student is truly"

independent, may be offensive to both the andidate and the'perent. To irives-
.

"tigate the implications of use,of." mete,p oxy asures" (personal character-
.

istics of th' candidate that a' rel.ted to p obebllity of independency) which

could be evaluated without is kind of intrusion, a second set of alternatives

li
:was constructed. The table the 621owing page ,describes these alternatives

and shows the-percentageof 'iudents who would be added tp the independent group

under each 1

' r
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TABLE 12

Changes in the Indepeldient Student Group;

-
i ,

. . .

Alternatives Bayed on Personal Characteristics of, Students'
. /

(Full-Time Students Only)

Lr Declare as Independent All Students Who Are: Change

21 or over
+35.4%

22 or _over
+17.3
+ 4.1

25 or over
Married, separated, divorced; or widowed + 5.6

Parents of dependent children
+ 2.4

;t

+ 5 5-
Veterans

Receiving
+ .6

welfare
i

4

Because the-altbrnetiVes which declared as
independent_alltlitlse- 21 or over

and 22 or over resulted in such substantist-teCteases in the percent of

independent students, they were not subjected to further analysis. All of

, those added through the alternative of declaring as independent thos with

dependent children were also included in the alternative which made independ-

ent all those who are or have been married and for that reason was not further

analyzed. The percent change by adrilve_those-Oho were receiving welfare was

so small, and since by legal definition and investigation by other public

agencies these students are in fact not dependent_en any oneelse for their

support, no further analysis was made of them.

,

One other set of personal Characteristias: which would logically appear

to make a ptudent independent but which could not pt tested frofn the SRS

_datALImae relates to orphans and wards-of the state or court. Few would

quarrel that a student who had no access to.flrents either through their

death.or through a court action which legally separated'the student from

I the parent should be considered as independent of the parents.

Of the students who are added on the,age criterion -(25 or over), 51.7 percent.

,-IwOdld also be added onthe marital status
criterion and 47.2 percent on the

veterans criterion'. Of the veterans, 23.9 petcent would also be covered on

the marital status -criterion.- Older students,
logically, are more likely to

4 be married and/or to be veterans if male, The, mean age of those, added on the

basis that they are or )14Ve been marrieLlS11,2years-ipthesakadded because

they are veterans are slightly
younger, with a mean age of 24.2 years.

49 4,.
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Students Added to the incippendenf group under these alteinativele come from

IamiiiAs with incomes slightly higher than _those students considered at present. -

to 'be independent. Full-time students over 25 years of age who-woul-d-be-added

come_from families with incomes that average $11,168, married students from

families wit-h-a-mearrincOme-of 03;248, _"and- veterans from-families with average

incomes of $12,760. The mean family-income for independent studepts at present

is $10,243._ Those over 25 years of age reported a mean parental contriblition

of $568 as'compared with $964 fpr all dependent students. Married students

reported an average parental contribution of $676, while veterans reported,

$677. More than half of those over 25 reported no parental contribution at all

(51.8 percent), more than four of ten marf.ted'students (43.8 percent) reported

none, and dust under four of ten veterans (39.0 percent) reported receiving no

support.frdm their parents. The table below summarizes the age, parental income,

and,parental contribution of the students who would.be,added under these alter-

natives,'with the full distributions presented in Appendix D.

TABLE 13

Alternatives Based on Personal Characteristics of Students:

Mean Age, Parental Income, and Parental Contribution of New

Independent Students (Full-Time Students:Only). .

Characteristics of New Independent Students,

Alternative Mean Age

, N

Mean Parental Mean Student-Reported.
Income' Parental Contribution

Over 25 Years of Age 30.7 $11,168 $568

Married, Separated,
Divorced, or Widowed 25.9 ,,13,248 676-

Veterans 24.2 ,12q360 677

Present Defihitton 26.2 10,243 32

The students .who Would be added .to the independent group..through the use of

these re1ote proxy measures are similar to those who are included'Under the

present definitions except'for the'difference in mean parental contribution.

The percentage:of students in these groups who for one, reason or,another,do

not meet the present definitional requirement.is small.

$

50.
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An alteration of the present mop definition that would automatically

include students with these specifically_ identifiable characteristics

(welfa,e recipients,
orph;ns,,wardsof the'court/state, those over 25

years qf age, those who are orhave been and veterans) would

not appear to resu2C'iACeither alarge increase in the proportion of

independent students or in a group very much different from those con-

siderecrindependent at present. Such an expanded definition might

reduce the unnecessary intrusion into personal family financial matters

for.a group of students to whom it may be eh most objectionable and

for whom it is difficult to verify.

Alternatives Based on Parental Contribution

.Awnoted earlier,.the pragmatic definition of an independent student is one

who does not receive support,from parents or 'guardian. -In some instances,

lack of parental contribution stew from unwillingness, in others it stems

from lack of ability. Regardlessof the reason, the student who is not

receiving any support from his parents or guardian must find the money to

become independent If he is to survive in a postsecoddary institution.

. Three alternatives were developed and examined. The following table des-

cribes them and the percent of full-time students added to the independent

group under each.

TABLE 14

Changes in the Independent Student Group:

Alternatives Based on Parental Contribution Measures

I

(Full-Time '4tudentSiiitY)

Measure-
Change

Student-Reported Parental contribution of Zero

College Scholarship Set ice Computed Parental'

Contribution (Current ules) Of Zero

Basic Educational Opportunity Grant Computed

Parental Contribution (Current Rules) of Zero

.
,

+21.9%

+30.1

.
+13.2

.

-All three of-these alternatives bring into the independentietudent groupindi-

vidnals who are considerably younger than those included at present. The mean

age of the new independent students using student-reported zero parental

contributions is22.0 years; using CSS-calculated, 21.0 years; and using BEOG-

calcu*ed, 21'.1 years.; The student-reported parental income,however, varies

greatly'under thee three alternatives. The BEOG calculation would bring into

5.1
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independent student status a group from families with a mein income of $2,398;

the CSS calculation would add students from families with a mean income of

$6;294, and student - reported information would bring in students from families

with a mean'incoma of $11,170.

Naturally, the mean student - reported parental contribution under the alterna..

tive using student- reported information is zero. Students who would be declared

independent because the 'CSS system calculated that they should expect no con-

tribution from their parents report that they are at present receiving an

average of $574 (only 27.5 percent of thdse who, would be calculated to receive

no parental contribution actually report none) and those declared independent

under the BEOG system report an average parental contribution of $683 (with

30.8 percent reporting that they actually receive none).

The following table summarizes the age, parental income, and parental contri-

bution means of the,students who would be added. Appe dix D shows the detailed

distributions of these characteristics for the newly i dependent full-time stu-

dents under these alternatives,
s,

TABLE 15,

AlternatOes Based on Parental Contribution:

Mean Age, Parental Income, and Parental Contribution

of New Independent Students (F 11-Time Students Only)

i
4

Alternative

Student- reported

zero parental
contribution

CSS-Calculated
zero parental
contribution

BEOG-Calculated
zero parental:

contribution

Characteristics'of New Independent Students,,

Mean Age

Mean Parental
Incoit

22.0 $11,170

21.0 6,284 574

21.4 2,398 683

Mean Student-Reported
Parental Contribution

Present Definition 26.2 10,243
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Use of one of these alternatives would require solving some rather interest-

ing problems. The student-reported parental contribution of zero brings into

eligibility the group with the largest mean parental income. The BEOG parental

contribution of zero brings into eligibility students from the lowest income

groups but with the largest actual parental contribution. The CSS computation

'hits/a group in the middle. Logic would suggest that none can be completely

accurate measures of both parental ability and parental willingness. Further-

more, these alternatives would still require some measurement (even if report

of student) of parental contribution. /If student report were used the problems.

of verification and enforcement inherent in the present definition might be

magnified and parents mightbe encouraged to discontinue contributions they

might otherwise have made if order to qualify their children as independent.

(This must be evaluated in light of the caution about program eligibility and

award determination at.the end of this chapter.) Use of either the CSS- or

BEOG-calculated zero contribution,would require the coilection of parental

income and asset information in order,to make the calculation. The deed to

4tcollect this kind of confidential parental information is one of the major,

problems facing administrators who deal with students who wish to demonstrate

their independence. These alternatives would Compound that problem.

Alternatives Eased on Educational Characteristics of the Students

Six alternatives related to measureable educational characteristicssof students

were investigated. Two involved declaring as independent all students in the

upper division (juniors and seniors) or all students in their final year of

,'as

education (seniors). The logic for these alternativesiwas that

_as the student progresses through his postsecondary education there &meg-a

0 point where maturation, both ,chronologital and intellectual, would naturally

caus'e,a separation from the parents. The remaining four alternativeS dealt

(

With those students who might be
considerednontraditional" in that they were ,

older than their peers. It was,assumed that individuals who had engaged in

some activity other than education on a full-time basis for some period after

com letion of high school might be considered to have established themselves

as ndependent members of the commpnity and therefore would -be a group reason-

ab y And logically considered independent of their parents. This Measure of i'..

"d layed entry" woe calculated through a combination of agg, end academic rank;,

. as shown in Table 16. The numbers given under "class level"/ indicate the i

measure .of delayed entry assigned to the comVidkion of ge;and class level.'

53
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TABLE 16

Calculation of Measure of Delayed Entry

Freshman

Class Level

Sophomore Junior Senior

18 or under
19 , 1

20 2 1

21- 3 , 2 1

22 to 24 4' 3 -.... 2 1

25 to 29 4 4 3 3

30 or above 4 . 4 4 4

These measures brought into eligibility as independent students the percen-
tages of full-time students shown in Table 17.

TABLE 17

Changes in the independent Student Group:

Alternatives Based on Educational Characteristics of Students

(Full-Time Students Only)

\

Declare as Independent All Strnin Who Are:
N I

Change

In the Upper Division . +33.6%'

In Their Final Year .
+15.2

Delayed Entry of 1 or More +58.1-
Delayed Entry of 2 or More IV +13,8

Delayed Entry of 3 or More , +-6.7

Delayed Entiy of 4 or More I
+ 4.8

.
'1 *!'

e

Only three of these alternati es were selected ,for further investigation:

declaring'as independent all eniors, all those wi h delayed entry ;.measure

'9f 3 or more, and all those w th delayed entry of or more. '

A.
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'\
'Inclus on of all seniors in-the independent student group would add a group

of students yoadgerthan those included at present, with a mean age of 23.0

as compared with 26:2 yeare, and a group with parental incomes considerably

higher than that of the present independent group, with an average of $k5,05

as compared with $10,243. The new independent students would receive a

signitiCant amount of pupport from their parents -- .the average reported toi

be $1,024 and only 19.2 percent reporting that they receive none.
1

Students added through the measures of delayed entry liave charaateristics

more like those of the present independent group. The mead age of those with

delayed entry of three or more is 27.5 years, for those wffh delayed entreof

four or more it is 29.6 years. Students44h delayed entry of three or mote

come from families with a mean income of $11,098; those who delayed four years

',for more come from families with a mean income of $10,973. The amount of

parental contribution that they report is.also low, with an average of.$53D

for those who delayed threepyears or more and $522 for those who delayed four

years or more. Table 18 presents a comparison ofthe mean age, parental income

and parental contribution for-students who woul be added under these three

pleasures. Detailed distributions of theit ages incomes, and contributions

from parents are given in Appendix D.

TABLE 18

Alternatives Based on Educatidial Characteristics of Students:

Mean Age, Parental Income, and Parental Contribution

t.
Of New Independent-Students(Full-Time Students Only)

Characteristics of New Independent Students

Alternative Mean Age

Mean Parental
Income

Mean Student - Reported

Parental Contribution

4 All S niors 23.0 $15,050 $1,024

Delay d Entry 3'
!

or re ,
27.5 -, 11,098. 530

! Delayeid Entry 4

! pr ire 29.6 10,973 522

Present Definition 26.2
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Use of a definition based" on class level

,A substantial group of students who are

their pfrenis and who have characterist

are no independent. Use of measuremen

would not result in a substantial incre

Further, those added would appear toh
Considered to be independent at present

The measure of-delayed entry calculated

ure of a "nontraditional student" as 6

other than the relationship of age to c

to adequately define students who have pursued some other activity following

high school and`could be considered established members of the community in

their own right. However, because it %.s necessary to have a measure of the

"nontradicipnal.studeni" that can be quantified into a numeral rating scale

this limifed inquiry appears to have some promise as an alteriative defini-

tion of the independent student population.

would result in the inclusion.of

t present considered depfndent on .

es quite different 'from tRbse who

of delayed, of a student

e in students declared independent.

e characteristics similar to those

here may not be as sensitive a meas-

ld be devised. Certainly factors

ass level would need to be included

Alternatives Based on the Employment and Income of the Student

On the assumption that a student who has been working a substantial number of

hours to support himself or who has a substarntial persodal income in relation-

ship to that of his parfnts'could make ,a valid claim to being independent,

analyies were made of the characteristics of students who reported wotking 21.

or more houis and 31 or more hours on term-time jobs and of those whose

personal incomeswere as much as 1/2 or 1/3 that of their parents.

The first two alternatives
added only a small percentage to the grout of

full-0.me students considerid independent under the present alternatives

18.7 percent and 2.7 percent respectively). This result is not surprising in

'OP' view of the difficulty students have in working many hours while carrying a

Lull-time course load. The students included under these alternatives were

younger than the present group, averaging 21.7 and 23.3 years compared with

26.2 years fon the present group. They come from families with higher mean

incomes, $1 ,529 and $13,167 respectively, as compared with $10,243 for the

group now. ey reported relatively small parental contributions'-- $506 and

. $494 respec ely. Fairly large percentages, 35.2 and 44.7 respectively,

reported ..re lying no contributions from their parents. It ii'impossible to

tell-whether this was because they did not need any help because of their own-

sasnings, whether-their parents refused to help, or whether) they were in fact

independent of their parents. Appendix D provides the distributions of age,

'

parental income, and parental contribution for students under these two cate-

gories.

The latter two alternatives
student independence to the

would result in adding some

group. Use of a definition

in this group, which relate the

relationship between student aid

what larger percentages to the f

which would add to the presently

termination of
arent income
pendent student
ndependent group

4
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thpse students whose personal income was at least '50 percent that of their

parents would increase the percentage of independent students bya7.9 percent;

a definition that included those with personal incomes at least 33 percent

that their parents would result in an increase:of 15.8 percent. The mean

parental income of those who woul&be added under the 50 percent rule would

'be only $4,011,Adith nearly half (49.1 percent) coming from faMIlies with

parental incomes of less than $3,000 and more than three quirtets (78.2

percent) from families with incomes of less than $6,000.' Use of the 33 per-

cent rule would bring in students with a mean parental income of $5,107, with

35 percent from families below $3,000 and 66 percent from families with

incomes of less than $6,000.

'While these two definitions appear to have some attractiveness in ierms.of

the students included, it should be remembered that their use would require

an investigation of the parental income -- an intrusion into the family

relationships which is found objectionable IP many at the present time. Fur-

ther, the higher incomes of these independent students would-likely make them

ineligible for BEOG under the present regulations (see the caution on program

eligibility and award determiilation at the end of this chapter).

The following table stows the distribution of the new independent students by

parental income intervals under. each of these two alternativesi

TABLE 19

Distribution of New Independent Students

Alternative's Relating Sfudent.Income to. Parental Income

Full-Time Students Only

Parental Income

Those Becoming independent Because
Personal Income is at Least

50% Parental 33% Parental

' Under $3,000 49.1% 34.8%

$ 3,000 - $ 5,999 28.8 11.3

$ 6,000 -,$ 8,999 13.7 18.8.

$ 9,000 - $11,999 5.1 9.7 .

S

$12,000 - V4,999 3.3 4.2

$15,000 and Above 1.2
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Alternatives Based on.Combinations of Charactgris cs

Three alternatives based on 'com inations of some of the personal and educa-

tional characteristics of the s dents were investigated to discover the

effects of individual items whi appear_to be both reasonable and equitable.

These were:

Combination 1. All studentS who rt "eterans and/or are receiving
welfare 'oerlefif ard(l.r arc 25 years of age or older.

Combination 2. The ib.!e combination plus all students nokincluded
who are or ;,ac becn married.

Combination 3. The two combinatiJns above plus all students not
included who h,tve a-delayed entry of 4 or more.

Combination 1 increased the independent student group by 11.1 percent, combin-

ation 2 increased it by an additional 3.9 percent, and combination.I7added only

an additional 0.4 percent. Tht total iticA;ease to the independent student group

by the third combination was ±5.4 percent.

The first combination brought into the independent student group individuals

whose average age; 26.0 years, was nearly the dame as that of the present

group. The second and third combination brought in some younger Students.,

with the mean age of those added under each of the second and third combin-

ations being 24.7 years. -The mean family incgme'of the students included

under all three combinations was about the sAe $12,370-for the first,

S12, 979 for the second, and $12,885 fo; the third as tompared with $10,243

for the present independent student group.

. There was also little variation in the mean student-reported parental con-

tribution under the three combinations of alternatives, with the first bring-

ing in students with a repotted parental contribution of $692, the second $712

and the third S707.41,01012141f6wing table shows the mean age, parental income',

and parental contribution& for these three alteinativelcombinations. Appendix

D providts the full distribution of these characteristics for the students

added. f

q)
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TABLE 20

Alternatives Based on Combinations. of Characteristics:

Mean Age, Parental Income, and Parental Contribution of New

Independent Students (Full-Time Students Only)

_.,

Alternative

'
Characteristics of New Independent Students

Mean Parental Mean Student-Reported

Mean Age Income Parentpl Contribution

Combination 1

Combination ,2 ,

Combination 3

26.0

24.7

24.7

$12,370

12,979

12,885

$692

712 l
. /

707

,/

/.

.

Present Definition " 26.2 10,243 32
1

A Note of Caution ibout Program Eligibility and Award Determination

In the preceding materials discussing alternatives, the BEOG definition was

used as the benchmark against which the effects, of other definitions could be

measured. This was dons because the BEOG definition appears to be the most

commonly used definition at present. The alternatives can thus be seen in

the context of what would change in comparison with/ what is happening now.

. .

The discussidns ignore an), implications the alternative definitions may have

with regard to program eligibility or award determination-under any present '

i

financial aid programs for which the definitions might be used. f any of the

alternatives were to be implemented they would need to be tested gainst those

factors. Under the present BEOG system of eligibility and award eternination,

for example, a student coming from a low income family who had earned a signi-

ficant amount from employment during the previous year would likely'be "disad-

va4taged" by being declared independent because Of the way his personal income

would be treated in determining his eligibility. There may be other elements

of Federal, state, and institutional program eligibility and award detaxmina-
tion procedures that would act as incentives or -disincentives to the-independent
student which should be considered before changes are made in the definitions
without concommitant changes in eligibility and award procedures.

5-9



CHAPTER VII: SOME POSSIBLE LATENT DYSFUNOTIONS OF ALTERNATIVE
INDEPENDENCE DEFINITIONS

The alternative definitions discussed in Chapter VI are designed to deal with

twoPkoblems in the present definition: the eligibility of individuals who

ought not to be eligibleand the exclusion of individuals who should be _

eligible. Any one of the alvernhtiveslaccomplish this more successfully than .

the status quo. Similarly, anyone of them might have more or less dysfunc-
tional impacts on the four spheres discussed earlier -- the student, the
family, the school, and the society.

In this chapter each alternative will be reviewed and speculation (regarding
possible latent dysfunctions will be presented. (The questions to be discussed

are these:
41°

1. Will the proposed change result in fewer individuals who are
considered to be independent by other social or psychological
criteria being disqualified than does the status quo?

2. Will the proposed change alter the number or proportion of
individuals who now appropriately receive grants as dependents?

3. What possible latent dysfunctions might the proposed change have

in the four spheres -- the student, the school, the family, and

the society?

4. How do those - latent dysfunctions compare to_those in the status_
quo? Are any of the existing dysfunctions of the status quo,
eliminated by the change in criteria? Do the alternative regu-

lations look like an improvement?

Alternatives Which Ignore the Students Place of Residence

Elimination of this provision will certainly eliminate the inequities produced
by disqualifying obviously independent individuals whose only fault was over-

staying the 14-day limit. Since many -of these situations grow out of extreme

hardship (on the part of either the student or the.pareni) or out of temporary

or emergency situations (such as relocation or vacations), they are inequities

which should be eliminated. 6ok nagging suspicion exists that at present many

of these cases are beingtaken care of by fraudulently. certifying that they

' did not occur.) CD

number of individuals who will quiplify under this change who would not
etwise qua4fy will probably be small beciuse of,the retention of the

arent contribbtion limit.
.

,
.

If this criterion were eliminated and the parental contribution figure altered,
the possibility of false positives resulting is-greker. tequestion such as,

"Wce you or your parents primarily responsible for the cost of yourhousing

60
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NO

_It is conceivable that 'the alternative might provide an incentive for commuting

to a schootl close to the parents' home and thus limiting selectivity. If the

change were accompanied by a'rigulation that in-kind contributions of housing

by the parent did not have to be reported it would produce an economic incentive

io live with one's parents.

during the 4,ar prior"or either that year or the first school year?" might be

asked. It mighillebo help to eliminate from consideration the place of resid-

ence during the ligtor year or even prior to lify Into school.

0

The dysfunctions mentioned above are minor, but( the dysfunctions of the status'

quo that-would be eliminated are considerable. The change would providean

educational opportunity for some who are now denied it; would probably elimin

ate any lying which occurs in order to qualify accordAng.to the stated regula-

tions;,and family alienation would be reduced because there would pvtsumably be

less hostility toward the school syStelk and the'soCiety that produced the rules.

V

Alternatives Which Ignore Tax Dependency

The sole virtue of the income tax criterion is that it allows for the a ear-

ance of enforceability and external verification. This is dubious since it

is clear that not every parent of an independent student gives his consent for

a review of his:tax'forms.

On the surface the use of tax dependency'appears to have validity, but much of

the validity is vitiated by other variables. IRS regulations allow a parent to

.-claim a chid only if he contributed more than50 percent-of the child's,

expenses, in the year in 'question. Certainly any student whose parents are

Rroviding over 50 percent of his support has a questionable claim to independ-

ence. On other hand, any student whose parents are spending less. than $600

to provide percent support is probably eligible as an independent student. If.

the parent spending more than ,$600f the student is ineligible to claim

independent status, Whether claimed as a deduction or not.

The elimin ion *of the tax dependency item for the year prior to entry to

school would eliminate false 'negatives for the students who were dependent

during part or all orate priot year, but are now clearly indepehdent. A

.similar case could be madI for individuals who were dependent for some or all '

of the qi.ne months prior to eqtry into school.

It is possible that for the short run (and especially for the working class),

thllelimination of the tax dependency question might increase the number of

lindependent students from working class families who did not plan ahead and

took a tax advantage in the prior year. The increase, however, would be

primarily those individuals who are probably most likely to almost qualify as

dependents in a family eligible forlIEOG support.

4
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Au obvious dysfunction of the plan would be that it would allow the parents

to continue claiming the child as a dependent for tax purposes and thus cost .

..the government basic revenue funds.' This situation is greatly minimized by

the presence of the0$600 parental contribution. As long as this

limit remains it is unlikely that any parent would be able,to claim more

than two additional years of tax saving -- the year prior to'entry and the

first year of school. After, this time the BEOG of $1,400 would be ample

evidence of ineligibility to declare the student as dependent; since their

maximum $600' contribution would not constitute 50 percent of the student's

support.

To the extent that the goVernment is actually willing to audit all parents'

tax records without their consent (tosdetermine whether or not they claimed

_the student in any given year), this change reduces the enforceability of

the program's 'criteria. But this is an unlikely course of action for the

government to take. It is unreasonable to require the independent student

to furnish his parents' tax records, nor can the student reasonably be held

responsible for the actions of his parents which he may claim were taken

without his knowledge or consent. (Nor can we hold the parent responsible

for.the student's claim that his parent did not use hfm as a deduction.)

It appears that the elimination of the. tax dependency question would have

, only slight dysfunctions and some positive values. This, of course, depends

on the relationship of the number of students who would qualify under the

change compared to the possible amount of, lost tax revenue. It should be

notedthat not only would those who are nUw,ineligible benefit, but also

those who would have foregone the tax deduction in the past.

Alternatives-Which Alter the Regulations on Parental Contributions

To the extent that the change is applied only to tie prior year or to the

period prior to entry.into school, it has the advantage of making eligible

for assistance indi#iduals who became independent only recently. It would

also assist individuals who are basically independent but who received

special help from their Olirents during an unusual emergency of special period

of their life.
:

Increasing the upper limit to $1,000 or totally eliminating the criterion
certainly increases the number of students who could achieve independent

status, even though the are, in fact, dependent on their parents. The exact

number -or such 8 is is taknown, but, most liltely it.is significant. How-

ever, if the residence requirement were not altered or altered only slightly,

the number of students' would probably remain 89s11.
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An increase or el-Latinatiao-ofthe upper limit of parental contribution-for'

the period when the student is in lachool might have the effect of keeping

in postsecondary education students who cannot get sufficient support from

-REOC and-other student aid programi. It would also assist. students Whb, in '

any one year, are unable to receive financial aid, not because offifteligi-

but because of insufficient Federal funds. Special parental gifts;

to'allow them to,stay in school, could he made without risking eligibility

Iv? '-or the net two years.

A 'Agnfti.'ant dysfunction oc urs if this change is combined with those

di-,cussed above, either singly o together. In each of the above cases it

wa,t
4

menti,ned that the elimination of a criterion was relatively safe as
long ai the provision for a check on parental contribution remained. I'f the

check on parental contribution were eliminated it would jeopardize the safety

. of the other changes. On the other hand, raising the limit'to $1,000 Wad
have less, arid limiting the change to the prior year would have still less.

--Besides assisting more students to qualify, the change in the criteria relieves

pressure on the postsecondary institution (especially a highercost universktY).

To the extent that parents are allowed to make up additional-costa-for the

students, the_pressure on financial aid'officts to package an award that
excludes parental contributions is reduced bb the additiOnAT amount the_pat-

ents are able and willing to pay. At expensive collegei this may amount to.

a significant amount. The amount must then be compared,with the-cost to,the

government of making these additional awards,-
.

Total elimination of limits on parental support would probably significantly

increaselalse. positives, but could also eliminate'sOme, false negatives. The

$1,000 limit would probably produce greaterqeturns. Note, however, that this

all presumes'enforcement of in-kind parental contribution counting.

Alternatives Which Reduce Allowable Parental Contributions.'

Such changes would not increase the number of eligible students. The most

likely effect would he to increase the number of false negatives, at least

to the extent that-students are at present admitting to receiving parental

contributions in excess of $200. It is unlikely that the number of false ,

positives will be reduced by this mechanism. Students whcrnow get around the

$600 limit through evasion or avaidanc, will, in the future, do the same for

the $200 limit. Of course rigid en,forcement of the n-kind provision would
probably involve the elimination of most false poSitivts since a short visit

with the parents would easily go past the $200 limit. But aid officers. will

most likely avoid a rigid enforcement of the in-kind provision.

------------.

To the extent that in-kind provis ons areenforced, the elimination of any.-----

tparental support allowable would .roduce a near total' forced alienation_of-

the parents fiom their children. And yet the removaleof the in-kind-provi- "Jr

sion to deal with this would very quickly defeat the purpost.cifithe tedudtion'

(since parents could then make direct tuition payments, rent payments or car

payments, for example).
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Reduction of the parental contribution would also have the effect of elimin-

ating this amount from the money that financial aid offices can use in-the

production of a total package. This would further increase the amount of

pressure already on financial aid offices and probably significantly redistri-

bute the aid available in away that would eliminate aid totally from some

students. Alternately, it would require a large increase in funding with

marginal justification. It would appear that the dysfunctions of this change

outweigh,. the possible benefits.

Alternatives Which QualifY;Students Who Reacka Certaih'Age

Normally a student graduatei froi high school, between the ages of 17 and 18..

A salutent who.does not go directly from high school to college has many alter-

natives. But unless he or she is enrolled in a trade school or other form of

education, he is generally either_ employed or away from home. In some instances

the student gets a 'job specifically to pay for his futuie education. Categori-

inclusiOn of all individuals over a specific age would reduce to a-latge

extent individuals who are socially considered to be.independent, but who

fail to qualify Under present Federal regulations. This wolail be .especially

true for students who have only recently left their parents'- home ot'oupport.

It would also assist those taking more then four years to getthroUgh:sChool.-

Blanket inclusion of all persons over a specific age would have the potential

);yr increasing the number of false negatives,'depending-on age. If it is

assumed that most students start school at 18, then they probably woult be

seniors at age 21. -This provisio6-would mean that all students, at some time.

. in their college careers and regardless of social or economic realities, would

be considered independent.

As the age limit is raised 4Lere would.be fewer false positives. Raisitig it,

, to 22 would eliminate most students who- entered college' immediately after

high school and greatly reduce the false positive rate.

By age 25, very few false positives would be created. Even if this is the

last year of the student's/eligibirity, it-still implies that there,were at

least four years between high school and college or eight years spent,in

college. Most would consider this ample time to have establish d independence.

Very few 25 year olds are %realistically dependeht on their par 4:sc

As

Automatic eligibility for all those over a certain age would require more

definitive,tequests for information about amounts of assistance received

from parents. Present BEOG applications ask for "Other [income) . that.

was not subject to Federal'Income Tax." The examples given do not include '

gifts in general or assistance from parents'. Furthermore, inclusion.of this

modification of the instructions is totally' unenforceable an4, easily ignored;

and it would be a,prime area in which cheating probably_Uvuld occur. At age

21,,mthis,would be a seriouaproblem. At age 25 or older, the problem would-14'

greatly reduced. .

_
.
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Another dysfunction of this change, of conrse,:would bd that it encourages

students.to delay entry into college. The older the limit suggested, the

greater.the delay encouraged. More will be said about this later.
.

The comparative advantage of automatic eligibility increases as the age goes .

higher, with the possible exception of agis X22 through 24. Age 21 seems defin-,

itely disadvantageonsVecause of the nuOber of false positives that would be

generated. On tie other hand, Oit would/ appear that many of the stories about;
independent individaais'who are, for'some reason, denied independent status,

. relate.to:those WhO are over 25 or 30. Automatic inclusion of those over 30 .

might well eliminate some of the most bizarre inequities While: at the same
time, generating very few additional false.positives.

1

Alternatives Which Include,All Students Who Are or Have Begh.Married

.,

.Married individuals, whether students or not, are generallyconsidered to be
independent of their parents by society and by themselves. There are indivi-

duals who are married who do riot qualify as independent -- qualifying, them
would reduce the number of false negatives and improve the fact validity of..

the program (especially in the case of recent marriages).
I.

Despite their recognition as indep endent, a marriedatudent.frequently receives

financial assistance from his parents, sometimes up to or including complete

support of educational expenses.. This is especially true in the middle and

upper classes. It would be necessary to collect information on parental con-

tributions; but thig'.may.be'doomed to failure. is ably true that some
additiOnal false positives will occur with this provision.

'

There is the poss ibility, however; that some individu als could quali fy for

aid baSed on their.parentb' income and assets, btli not based on their own or

their spo'use's( Requiring that a married student'be classified as independent

would prevent ttis possible abuse. Short of. this, a listing of a, spouie's/

savings And assets should be required,of dependent btudenis.
.

, «.

There is a possible negative incentive for early marriage,Onerated by the

suggested criterion. Whether or not it woad occur is impossihle to predict.

If no additional pnlicing of income from parental.gifxs.fs obtained,it is

probable that some additional Strain on scerde,financial,'redources ifi the

university would occur. The regulation could concelyably be interpreted in

such a way as to allow the parents of one spouse to-pay for' ducation and

provide housing and food in their home while the student receives BEOG for

recreation'and incidentals.

It is questionable whether the status quo ovthe proposed change produces

more dysfunctions. The calculations already provide considerable incentive
for students to get married in order to receive money they would not other-,

wise qualify for. In cases, where.parenta could contribute under this pro-

vision without it being counted; it is probably happening already. If the.

wife's parents paid for the husband's education ,while the husband's parents
paid for thew1fes/education, neither would be receiving monei'from their
parents and would Omain "independent" under existing

-1\
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The main distinctions between,the status.qpo and the suggested change are

the.folliwing: First, the benefits of marriage are implicit under the status

quo, they become manifest and more of an'incentive under the change. Second,

the 'status quo allows for pertain false positives to pccur by allowing married

' people to declare themselves independent wherv.they clearly are not, the change

prevents this from-occuKing. ...Finally, regulations might not qualify a

-xecently married individual asindependent, but the suggested change would.

This has' the effect - of allowing some
.
additionallaLse positives,:bui of elimr

inating lome.false negatives. - _
_

. .. . .

'Alterdatives Whichr'Inglude.'Af/-Students With Dependent Children, Regardless

of Marital Status .
..,

:

.-

. . . .

.
. - .

The changeediscdsped in fide previous section alternative is intended to define

,family units as indeperident..' There'arefamilY units composed of a parent ,and

a dependent' ,,child in which there never has been a- inarriage ''

. .'
Cleanly the Majority of the

.

unwed_ mothers (and fathers, where they exist) are

do pidered by society to be independent: Many are unlikely to have access to

ptyrentalsupport foreducation. Parental assistance may terminate at ogncep-

tion (or the patent's awareness of conception4,but eligibility for aid, may .

tenot begin until so time later. For a student in school, this would likely

ledd to.discontinuity of studies'
.

1

Automatic e1,4ibility would greatf9i..reduce this problem.

'There is a plIfibility that some false positives would be generated by this '

. -
. ...-. . .

,

.
change beCause there might be some individuals who would otherOpereceive

parental assistance in spite of having a child. The'fiumber ls,probably quite

small. By aiding a woman who might otherwise have to drop out of eel:obi to

complete her education, more than.just an educational end is served. The ,

college-educated woman will stand a better chance of obtaining reasonable .

ethployment allowing her to, maintain her child and herself and tKet'efore avoid-
.

r
ing the need for further public stance.

This criteria Seems to affect a very,feW individuals who are not already

eligible for'assisttnce. Most of those affected are those society considers

to be independent Of their Parents in terms of meaningful financial assistance.

The added social benefit bf allowing a continuation pf the educational process

should make the criterion an easy one ta'adopt because of. the savings to

soallty.

Alternatives,Which Include All Students Who Are'Yeterans
4

0

If ih individual is a veteran-who has just returned from service he may lose

his eligibility because he-spends too much time,with.his parents.. It could

also happen if a veteran spent a leave with his parent's the year prior to

;starting school. In either instance, he would lose eligibility because of

,residancy. .

CP
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On the other` hand, a Veteran who is relatively self-supporting in his junior

or senior year-intr( find that he' fails to qualify under one of the criteria

-for some reason. Whether these.are: false reasons.is really inconsequential

to his veterans status It is npt.likely'that any reduction in false negatives

would occur. ,

. ,

Theoretically the categorical inclusion of all veterans in the independent

category might produce an incentive to join the military, but realistically

this is,probab19.a Slight possibility. Their:inclusion in the category might

have the effect of alterihg their status, especially in the third and fourth

years of school, or -if there has been an intervening period between discharge

and going to school. This is the same as for any other older student.

Under the-present eligibility determination procedures, it would appear"that

the question is unimportant except for a few students. The minimum veterans

benefit for a full-time student with np dependenti is $1,980 per year. Even

tA4h-the.speaar 50.percent discounting'proUsion, the BEOG would be reduced

'by a minimum of $990 a year, regardless of dependency status.

Alternatives Including All Students Receiving Welfare Benefits

Exactly who would qualify under this provision is not certain. It is a

questipn of defini g welfare ben4fits -- individuals who 'have dependent chil-

dren, the disab .the blind, those who receive food stamps, and general

relief,----

is provision would probably have slight impact. It would be most impo tant

to those who have been recently separated from their parents and are n on

welfare.
,.

Alternatives Including, Students Who Rave 'Delayed Entry,

The shorter the delay of entry period is, the greater the number of individuals

who would qualify as independent. Because a short delay could make a very

large proportion of students eligible, it would necessarily deal with many

false negatives. It is' likely that additional false positives would be gener- , /

ated by this change. The 'horter the delay, the more false positives. If

the delay is a long one, o the other hand, it is not likely that a very

significant number of fals negatives would be reduced. .
.

_

There woad be imt.ortant ramifications of this change according to the number

of'people who took advantage of it. The most obvious one would be to encourage

people to postpone atte ing college temporarily. The longer the'student is

away from school1 the re difficult it is to re-enter'the academic routine.

Those individuals (pri rily the working classes) who are fprced.to resort to

this activity to qual fy for aid would also be discriminated against in their

ed9tational careers hen they competed either with those who could qualify as

dePendent their first year in, college or,those who could pay for their educa-

tions in other ways.
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an to investigate the.provision of financial help from

change would be prohibitive and, unless additional
undoubtedly would deny more people aid than does the

Alternatives Including'All Seniors and/Or,Juniors

Because they are older, juniors and seniors are more likely to be indepe ent

than are those in other classes. Therefare, a large number of false hi tives

can be expected from this group than from any other, except the pre-e ollient

student group.

ThiS proposal would seem to produce, many false positives becaune--- ny who are

now'receiving support from their -parents would be able to turn t Federal funds

instead. This would likely benefitrthemiddle and upper class udents most

because others would alreadrbe-eligible. To.a lesser extent t might benefit

working clais students,- 1?ut is might be offset by the fact at they are more

likely to have worked, the'preVious year end thus be ineligible because of their

expected contribution Moreover,. the genuinely poor family whose children

once qualified and ytere also able to earn some money without having it be

counted toward p ental contribution, may find that their children no longer

qualify.

Changes ba d on age seem better suited for use with this Topulation; and the

overall c st of the false positives would probably produce more damage than

could be/justified.

Alternatives Based on Student Income or Emaloyment

The category contains many students considered to be independent by society
but who fail to meet the criteria. "If, in fact, they are wo king'and earning,

they are largely, if not completely, financially responsib e for themselves.

While it is possible that there are some students .nrho receive signifigant amounts
of parental support while working and earning substantial sums, the number is

probably small, and likely occurs only at the most expensive schools or in
situations where there are other large expenses (gupport of a family, for

example). In either instance, the need is there'or the student would not take

on the extra obligations.

Both the social and,the financial aspects of tte proposedch ngeseev to'operate
to the disadvantage of the students it is designed to assist. Although these

changes would classify a large number of truly independent students as inde-
pendent, it would not beto their benefit to be so classified. On the other

hand, if reduction of the number of students receiving money or redistribution :

of this population fs desired, the change would accomplish that.



4 CHAPTER VIII: THE EQUITY OF RESTRICTING INDEPENDENT STUDENTS'

ELIGIBILITY TO THE "LESS DESIRABLE" FORMS OF AID

I

The cautionary not a end of ChSpter VI indicated that the discussions .

of alternative defini-tions 6 e independent student had not also considered

the implications for program-eligi, ity or award determination. It is

that some modification in . present p educes would be necessary. to avoid

c eating inequitable situations.

One dification which has been discussed is to relax the s gercym of in-

itio al requirements and at the same time limit eligibility for grant assistan

ttlA endent students or. at least to require an examination of income and

asset of parents as a condition for grant eligibility. The argument is

that a student might be permitted to declare independence at'any point -duringo-

his/her postsecondary education career, but as a consequence of that cision

the student's eligibility would he limitedto loan and/or employment istance.
0

4

If the purioose of grant aid is to assure access to educational opportunity

to students from families with incomes insufficient to assure such access, then

a restriction of grant eligibility to dependent students would appear to act .4

cont'ra4y,to the purpose. Of the full-time students in the study sample,

over half (50.9 percent) of those meeting the current definition of indepen-

dence came from families with incomes below $9,000 per year. Only slightly

core,pan one - quarter (26.5 percent) of the dependent students came from families

with incomes below this level. The mean parental income of,the.indfpendent

students in the study sample was $10,243 while that of'the dependent students

was $14,559. Clearly, the percentage of- row income stddents in the independent --

group is greater than that in the dependent group. To arbitrarily restrict the

- grant eligibility of the independent students would appear to work a hardship

on students` who, but for the deterOmption,that they were independent, would

not be expected to receive substantpl support ftom their parents. Among the

dependent students at present, 25.0Apercentwouldbe expected to receive less

than $600 in contributions grourtheir parents according to the present.compu-

tatiopal regulations of-the BEOG program.,
V .4

Among theLtudents now conei4eied independent,40.5 rcent would be

expected to receive less thaA $600 from their - parents i 'they were

dependent according to the same regulations.
- , 41.

It woRd seem that the independe .,$f,mdg the study group come from

families, for whom grant assistance is.intende

Even under present eligibility and award.dete inatton prOce es, it linens

that the inliependent student has less access o grant assist!' a --than does

.the-depanden student. slightly nor an one-fourth'of `the dependent

student ( percent) reported r eivtng grant assistance, only about

one-iigt f ndependent studen (17,8 percnnt) reportedogrant aid. ..-

.In add on to t lower Oercentampa idipaadir in the grant programs, the

inde dent student received a,s ller nean...award. For all full-time.depen-,

dlit-stkdenis, the mean grant rep ted was $244. For alifull-tile independent

- 55 -
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students, the mean grant was only $169. The'following table shows the percent

of students receiving grants and the mean amounts reported. It demonstratea

that even though the indepen ent student is from a lower income family access

to grant funds under present procedures is limited compared to that of the
,

dependent student.

TABLE 21

Comparison of Access to Grants at Present for

Dependent and Independent Full-Time Students

Amount of Grant Assistance,
' All Sources Dependent

None 74.8%

$ 1 tc1'5 200 4.0

$ 201 to 400 3:2

$ 401 to-$ .600 3.8

$ 601 to $1,000 5.0

$1,001. to $1,500 3.3

,51,501 to $2,000
$2,001 or abOve 3.0

Mean, All Students $244

1

Independent I

f

82.2%. ...

1

2.4

1

2.4

3.0 .
,

.

p 4.2 .,----!--,,

'2.1

1.6 1

i-
2.0 1

,

4
i

,

1
$169

;

- Restricted.acces to grant funds Under present procedures 4s"flected in

the mint of to g-termeducational debt that independent students reported..

-While only three ,Of ten.dependent students reported having any long-term

educational indebtedness, nesrly fiVe of ten independent students - eported

they. had borrowec4 (29.5.pereeht of the dependent and 47.1 percent of the

independent students reported some long-term educational indebtedness).

Only six percent of the dependent students reported total long-term educa-

tional in4ebtedness in excess or$2,500.-- but twice'that percent (11.0

. ercent) of the indepe ent students had debt levels over $2,500. The me

in, eel of the dependent students was'186 percent that of the depen-

`",_, dent sibdsigs-
.

.. .

The
;.

folaowing table shows the total long-term debt (student and spouse) of.

the dependent and independentpstudents in the study sample:;

-.

M

A.
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TABLE 22

,
Total Long-Term Educational Debt for Dependent

and Independent Full-Time Students and Spouses

Total Long-Term Educational
Indebtedness Dependent Independent

.;one

S J.
to $ 500

70.5%

4.9

52.92

5.7

$ 501 to $1,000 6.4 9.5

31,001 to $1,500 6.2 10.0

$1,50% to $2,5,00

S2',501 to $3,500

6.0

3.2

9.810
. 6.0

$3,501 to $4,500 1.4 2.4

$4,501 to $6,000
.

.8 1.8

$6,001 or above
I

.6 1.8

,Nean, All Students $500 $930

Under present eligibility requirements, the independent student is more likely

to work, to work longer hours, and to provide more of his educational costs

from income from term-time and/or summer employment. Of the unmarried students

about half (47.6 peycent) of those who were dependent did not work during the

term butonly abour,1 third (35.7 percent) of the independent students did not

hold-down a term -time job. The average weekly work load of the independent

students during the term was 18.2 hours -- that of the dependent students

only 13.9 hours. Although about the same percentage of dependent and indepen-

dent students worked at some time during the yew? (76.1 percent of the dependent

and 75.2 percent of the independent students reported using some amount from

term -time and/or summer employment to defray educational expenses), the total \

income from employment of the unmarried independent students was 160 percent.

greater than that of the unmarried dependent students. The average total

income of dependent students was $917 as compared with, an average of $1,466.

for independent students.
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TABLE 23

Total Term-Time and Irmer Emplohnent Income

for Unmarried Students Only*

j Total Term-Time and
Summer Income Dependent_ Independent

None 23.9% 24.8%

$ 1 to $ 600' 26.8 14.3

$ 601 to $1,000 15.1 10.7

$1,¢01 to $1,500 11.9 10.6

$1,501 to $2,000 9.2

$2,001 to $2,500 5.5 8.1

$2,501 or above 8.2 22.3

1 $917 $1,466Mean, All Students
1

*The incomes of the married dependent and independent students have

been eliminated. The SRS question inquires about the combined income
of the student and spouse andthere is no way to separate out that

which reprpsents the effort of the student alone. 'Certainly the
income of the spouse is a'resource available to the student but it
is income independent of the rules and regulaiions of program eligi7

bility and award determination and as such would be unaffected in

large measure by any change n policy.
. .,

It would appear, therefore, that policy changes that restrict the availability

of grant assistance to independent students would not increase the equitable

distribution of funds. Independentstudents come from families with lower

incomes than do the dependent students in the study sample. Mo e than half

of the,indepehdent students are from families with incomes of 1 s than 4

$9,000 -- the targets of most Federal grant assistance programs Under

present eligibility. and award determination procedures of all giant programs,

independent students participate at a lower percentage rate and report awards

of lower mean value. They participate at present in "less desirable" loan-

anti employment programs at higher percentage rates,'have accumulated larger
mean:long7ferm-debt amounts, work considerably more hours at term-time emiapy-
Bent, and presumably- use larger amounts of their personal earnings to suopptt

their educational programs.' Changes that would further increase their reliance
on lestudesirabie-foras of aid would not induce greater equity at least in w*

these measures;
1.
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Student Resource Survey
The purpose of this study, conducted Jointly by this institution and the College Entrance Examination Board, is to

Collect information for use in annual applications to the Federal Government for student financial aid program funds and
for use in reports to the Federal Government and state agencies. It is hoped that the results will be helpful in the assess-
ment of the adequacy of student financial aid programs. The information needed can be collected only from students; we
will be grateful for your cooperation.

You are not asked to provide your name or other identifying data, and your responses will be completely confidential.
Please enter your response to each question by recording the response number in the appropriate box on the accompany-

ing response coding form.
Spaces 1,2, and 3 are reserved for institutional identification.

!Itch of the following programs are you enrolled,
grtcultur± 01
uSinesS Adonnisriatt Nut gig
umanotoes or ,or ",( ience! /
ysocal and Life ';crem_el, Mathematic; 8 I

ngineerono, Architectwe c..

t is yOul current 1,,yel7

oohs< huJI send o-
ollege r/1`,1,171,111
College s,nr,ornore
()liege forin
allege senior
fifth -year undergraduate

, I rst , r f nits
student

7 5econclye . co
student

8 third year gradi,ate » pro,e",,,,,,t 5rurlnt
9- 1- mirth-year or .hure) graduate

professional student

class load are you carrying?
ss than 1/2 of a full-time course of study
2 to 3/4 of a full-time (-course of study
full-time course of study

at t birthday?
or under 3- 20

4. 21
5- 22-24 30.34
6- 25-29 8- 35-40

ale 1- Female

do you describe yourself?
Indian 4- Oriental /Asian - American

ack/Af -AmericantNegro 5- Other Spanish-speaking
ucasiaD hite American
icano/M xican-American 6- Other

arirSaetsis

vex Married 2- Separated
rried 3- Divorced

9- 41 oncl over

4- Widowed
5- Other

u have children, how many of them are dependent upon you for
rt? (04)

Bence status for tuition purposes:
ate resident
on-state resident-1 ;. citizen
reign student-
n-Immigrant visa

3- Immigrant -State residency
established

4- Immigrant-State residency
not established

is the highest level of education you plan to complete here Or
here?
ctor's degree Ed.O., J.D., M.D., D.D.S., etc)
tar's degree (M.A., M..5., etc.) or first professional degree

Chilor's degree (B.A. )
n- degree Certificate 'Program
ear Associate degree

S

14. What i, the approximate income this calendar year of your parents or
Irv; ,u,.,..pin afore taxes (include income from all sources)?
/, , ., t. , 1,3,0)0 a year 5- Between $12,000 apd $14,999

' , ,.: Our) and 55,999 6- Between $15,000 and $17,999
' t." ,, ,,, '.6,000 and11.7.499 7- Between $18,00C and $20,999
1 , ^r. $7,',00 a id 58,999 8 Between $21,000 and $24,999

- t-,,, ,. , $9,000 and $11,999 9- $25,000 and above

1' two oho- .o.erage, about how many hours pet week do you work In a
ho' lob while school is in session, -

rIc 4- 16 to 20 hours
5,o 1, 5.21 to 25 hours

r. to .0 how, 6- 26 to 30 hours
3- 11 I.- 1', hours 7- 31 hours Or more

16 no you (and spouse if applicable) contribute to your own support?
ii ^lu

Out my parents prov'de most Of mY support
2- Yes,larn primarily self-supporting
3- Yes, and I am classified as a self-suPP

by the Financial Aid Office
4 Yes, but I have been denied self-sup

be the.Financial Aid Office

tong (Independent) student

rting (Indispendent) stats.

Questions 17 to 4C relate to the costs of attending College and the ways
in which you finance your education. Please enter the amicable Code
corresponding to the dollar ranges (Stated below) for your answers to
questiOns 17 through 49. if none, be sure to enter code 0. Do not leave
blanks

Code Range
0- for $00 or None
1- for $1 to $200,
2- for $20110 $400
3- for $401 to $600
4- for 8601 to $1,000

C d Range
5- $1,001 to $1,510
6- for $1,501 to $2,000
7-for $2,001 to $2,500
11-, for $2,501 to $3,000
9. for .$3,001 and above

COLLEGE EXPENSES Estimate your total n in e-month academic budget
for t go current year, using the dollar rang above.

17 Tuition and fees 20. Transportation
1$. Books, supplies, and coutse 21. Clothing, recreltiOn, and

materials incidentals
18. Room and board

/., 0
SOURCE OP FINANCIAL SUPPORT: Estimate the amount of money You

will receive during the nine-rminth academic year from each or the fol-
lowing sources, using the doliar ranges above.

. .
FAMILY
22. Parent or legal guardian

TERM -TIME EMPLOYMENT

24. College Work-Study

25. Assist tships, teaching,
Or r larch

23. Spouse

2C On- campus employment
(Non-work-Study)

27. Other employment

P EASE-DETACH ALONG DOTTED LINE AND PROCEED TO QUESTIONS 2$ TO $7 N REVERSE SIDEO

No. 1

0
6 7 8

0000001 0000001 0000p0
10 11 12 13 '14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 6 27

No. 2

DD MO
30 31 32 33

No. 2 (con nu

00000100000010000E10100000
/c-- ]4 35 36 37 34 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56.57

00 010000
50 61 62 63 64 65 66 67

LOCAL QUESTIONS (if;any)

000000100000010
68 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80

RESPONSE COMING -FORM
Enter in the appropriate box, the number associated With your
response to each Question.

S
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thins 2$ to at - Continue to use following skies of response Codes.
Range Code 'Range

0- for $00 or None 5- for $1,001 to $1,500
- for $1 to $200 6- for $1,501 to $2,000

for $201 to $400 7- tor $2,001 to $2,500
for $401 to $600 a- for $2,501 to13,000,

I . . .

- for $601 to $1,000 9- for $3,001 and above

MER EMPLOYMENT (Total amount, before taxes, earned last summer)

Collett Week-Study

ASsittantships, teaching,
or research

SONAL SAVINGS

From savings (exclude amounts in 24-31)

NTS, SCHOLARSHIPS, FELLOWSHIPS, AND TRAINEESHIPS

peen - Resident Tuition Waiver
State Scholarship Awards and Fellowships
Basic Educational Opportunity Grants
Supplementary Educational Opportunity Grants
Institutional grants or scholarships (Include grants, fellowships, and

trainoeships)
Other federal fellowships, grants, and traineeships not previously

listed (including Nursing, Health,Professions or Law Enforcement
Isludition Program Grants)

Scholarships or grants or fellowships from sources not previously .
listed

G.'. Sill
Simla Securitlare,
Welfare
State Vocational Rehabilitation
Other Federal or State benefits not previously listed.

NS

National Direct Student Loa
Law Enforcement Education

Professions Loans
Federally Insured Student oan, or other state guaranterld loans

(Loans obtained throug banks or other lending agencies)
Institutional long-term lo s not-previously listed
Other Leans

30. On-campus employment /

(Non-Work-Study)
31. Other employment

Program or Nursing or Health

Hew musit will you a
year?
0- $1 to $999
1- $1,000 to 91,999
2. $2,000 to $2,999
3- $3,000 to $3,999
4- $4,000 to $4,999

your spouse earn, before taxes, this calendar

5-'95,000 to $5,999
6- $6,000 to $7,499
7- $7,500 to

0
$1,999

9-
$92,00

00 and abo9
9

Indicate the amount of your (and your spouse's) present Indebtedness
under all loll term student lean programs (Include loans taken out this
year, items 45 to 49, as well as educational depts incurred in prior aca-
ternic years.)
0-10 3- $1,000 to'91,499 6-'93,500 to 94,499
1- $1 to $499 4- $1,560 to $2,499 7- $4,500 to $5,999
2- $500 to $999 5- $2,500 to $3,499 $6,000 to $7,499

9- $7,500 and over

Did you apply for financial aid it your institution for this academic
yaw? (nsfers to college work-study #24 & 21, federal and Institutional
grants #35 to 37, and federal loans #45 a 46.1
0- No
1- Yes, I applied for aid and it was granted
2- Yes, f ;monad for aid, but I was told that I was ineligible
3- Yes, I applied for aid, but-I was told no funds were available

Are you participating in your inatitution's Educational Opportunity
Program or Similar campus program?

0- No 1- Yes

For LOP participants
receiving
0. None
1- Financial aid only
2- Tutorinp only
3- COWColing only

only, indicate the types of assistance you are

4- Financial aid and tutoring
5- Financial aid and counseling
6- Tutoring and counseling s,

7- Financial aid, tutoring and counseling

s. 82

55,

56.

57. Did your parents claim you as a dependent for Federal
the last calendar year?

Yes 1- No

5$. Will your parents claim you as a dependent for Fed
this calendar year?
0- Yes 1- No

5$. Are you receiving food stamps?
0- Yes 1- No

$0. When at college, where do you normally 114?

How many of your brothers or Slaters are dependent on your
or legal guardian for financial support? (0 to 9)

How many of your dependent brothers oral re also
academic year (Cannot exceed response to item #55.)

rents

college this

x purposes for

- I don't know

al tax purposes for

2- I don't know

0, With Parents 5. Off Campus, non-colleurt residence
1 With relatives hall
2- University or College 6- Rented room with or without board

Residence Hall 7. Other off-campus housing alone or
3- University or College with spouse

Apartment 5- Other off-campus housing with one ,

4- Fraternity or Sorority or two roommates
9. Other off-campus housing with three

Of 111014I roommates

111. What is the distance from your living quarters to campus?

0- I live on campus 4- More than 5 miles
1- Under 1 mile but Less than 10
2- More than 1 mile 5- More than 10 miles

but less than 3 but less than 15
3- More than 3 miies 6- More than 15 miles

but less than 5 but less than 25
7- More than 25

$2. How do you usually get to your college campus?
0- Walk 4- Bike or motorcycle
1- Automobile 5- College bus
2- Use public transportation . 6- Hitchhike
3- Car pool

$3. How would you rate your marictrile actilevement as measured by grades
In college?
0- Mostly A's (3.5 or nigher) 2- Mostly C's (1.5 to 2.4
1- Mostly B's (2.5 to 3.4) 3- Mostly D's (below 1.5)

4. Are you a veteran of the U.S. Armed Forces?
0- Yes

$5. How were you admitted?
0- As a first-time freshman 4- As a transfer from an
1- As a transfer from an independent

in-state community (private) instate
college e college or university

2- As a transfer from an 5- As a transfer from an
out-of-state out-of-state
community whose college or university

3- As t transfer from an 6- As a graduate of a
in-state public college 4.year institution
or university 7- Other

1- No

$5, Are you planning to return to this institution next term?
0- Yes Na, I plan to transfer to:
1- No- I plan to receive my 4- 4 year public institution within

dew.e the state
2- No- I plan to drop out and 5. 4 year private institution within

return later the state
3- No- I plan to drop out 6- 4 year public institution

outside the state
7- 4 year private institution

outside the state
11- Any other type of institution

.00 . of postsecondary education

$7. How satisfied are you with this institutionas a whole?

0- Completely satisfied
1- Satisf lad
2-inclifferent

3- Unsatisfied 1

-4- Completely untatISfied

An additional 13 local questions may have been added to this version of the
survey. If so, please answer ousutions$11 toil() according to the instructions
on the separate question sheet.
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